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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FOSSELLA).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 15, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable VITO
FOSSELLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

—————

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Richard P. Camp,
Jr., Executive Director of A Christian
Ministry in the National Parks and for-
merly Chaplain, United States Military
Academy, offered the following prayer:

Let us give thanks to the Lord, for
He is good, for His mercy endures for-
ever.

We pause a moment, Heavenly Fa-
ther, before the business of this day, to
acknowledge You. Your love surrounds
us, Your mercy upholds us, Your good-
ness blesses us.

Graciously give to the Members and
all who serve in this House the wisdom
and courage to lead us in the way of
righteousness and peace. May the rip-
ple effect of their decisions bring hope
to all people for generations to come.

In Your strong name we pray. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
McNuULTY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MCNULTY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain l-minutes at the
end of legislative business today.

——

SMALL BUSINESS PAPERWORK
RELIEF ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 89 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 89

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 327) to amend
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code, for
the purpose of facilitating compliance by
small businesses with certain Federal paper-
work requirements and to establish a task
force to examine the feasibility of stream-
lining paperwork requirements applicable to
small businesses. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Government Reform.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in the
Congressional Record and numbered 1 pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XVIII. Each section of
that amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have

been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for purposes of debate
only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 89 is an
open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 327, the Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Government Reform.

The rule provides that it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and numbered 1. The rule further pro-
vides that the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be open for
amendment by section.

Finally, the rule allows the chairman
of the Committee of the Whole to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
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and provides for one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 327
is to facilitate compliance by small
businesses with certain Federal paper-
work requirements and to establish a
task force to examine the feasibility of
streamlining paperwork requirements
applicable to small businesses.

This bill is similar to legislation
passed by the House in the 106th Con-
gress but on which the Senate failed to
act. However, this year’s bill omits lan-
guage contained in the earlier version
which limited the imposition of civil
penalties on small businesses for cer-
tain first-time violations.

In addition, H.R. 327 requires the di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget to publish annually in the Fed-
eral Register a list of requirements ap-
plicable to small businesses with re-
spect to the collection of information
by Federal agencies, so that small busi-
nesses can easily inform themselves
about these requirements.

The bill also requires that all such
information be made available on the
Internet.

H.R. 327 would require every Federal
agency to establish a single point of
contact between the agency and small
businesses.

Finally, the bill requires each Fed-
eral agency to make additional efforts
to reduce the paperwork burdens on
small businesses with fewer than 25
employees.

Mr. Speaker, as a longtime small
business owner myself, I can assure my
colleagues that this is a bill whose
time has come. It is hard enough for
most small businesses to comply with
the paperwork requirements that they
know about, but it is the requirements
that we do not know about that can
really come back to haunt us.

Large firms have in-house account-
ing, legal, and reporting compliance
personnel that are beyond the means of
small businesses. I know firsthand the
costs and difficulty of wading through
time-consuming, duplicative, and
sometimes unnecessary paperwork.

Small business men and women
should not have to sacrifice produc-
tivity in order to complete endless
forms when paperwork requirements
can easily be streamlined.

For years small businesses have cre-
ated the largest share of new jobs in
our economy. We should act today to
reduce their paperwork burden so that
they can continue to do so.

Mr. Speaker, because H.R. 327 was
not reported by a committee, no offi-
cial cost estimate is available. How-
ever, the Committee on Government
Reform did receive a preliminary esti-
mate from the Congressional Budget
Office which stated that the bill, and I
quote, ‘‘would result in minimal costs
for Federal agencies each year because
the bill would not affect direct spend-
ing or governmental receipts. Pay-as-
you-go procedures would not apply.”

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
support both the rule and the under-
lying legislation, H.R. 327.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
open rule and the underlying bill. It is
noncontroversial. Concerns that were
raised during consideration of the
measure regarding civil penalties dur-
ing the last Congress have been ad-
dressed.

The business community has often
voiced concern about the burden of
government regulations and the result-
ing paperwork. In response to this con-
cern, Congress has passed paperwork
reduction legislation such as the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act, PRA, and the
Small Business Reporting Enforcement
Fairness Act.

Moreover, the last administration
streamlined regulations by reinventing
government and implementing many of
the recommendations made by the
White House Conference on Small Busi-
nesses.

The measure before us today, H.R.
327, continues this effort to reduce un-
necessary paperwork for small busi-
nesses.

There are a number of provisions in
H.R. 327 to address streamlining paper-
work that bear mentioning. They re-
quire agencies to publish annually pa-
perwork requirements on small busi-
nesses, to establish a small business li-
aison, to make efforts to reduce further
the paperwork burden on small busi-
nesses with fewer than 25 employees,
and to establish a task force to study
the feasibility of streamlining paper-
work requirements.

Again, I know of no opposition to
this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
speak in support of the rule for this
good government bill to streamline and
reduce paperwork burdens on small
businesses, that is, H.R. 327, the Small
Business Paperwork Relief Act.

H.R. 327 includes helpful provisions
for small businesses, including a re-
quirement for the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to annually publish
in the Federal Register and on the
Internet an identification of each agen-
cy’s Federal paperwork requirements
for small businesses; a requirement for
each agency to establish a single point
of contact for small businesses; a re-
quirement for each agency to make
further efforts to reduce paperwork for
small businesses with fewer than 25
employees; and to establish an inter-
agency task force to study stream-
lining of paperwork requirements for
small businesses.

CBO, as the gentleman from Wash-
ington has said, has scored this as hav-
ing a minimal cost for Federal agencies
each year. It is time for us to move for-
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ward on doing this. I support the open
rule.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I think my colleagues
have covered the rule very well. I
thank the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS) and the Committee on
Rules for bringing an open rule down to
the floor.

I think the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. OSE) and the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) and
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) have covered the bill rather
well.

There are 24 million small business
people in this country that have been
suffering dramatically under the bur-
den of overregulation and paperwork.
This bill takes a giant step toward
eliminating a lot of the problems they
face.

This is supported strongly by the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. I think it
is a great bill. Its time has come, as
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) has said.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, I yield back the balance of my
time, and I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
House Resolution 89 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 327.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 327) to
amend chapter 35 of title 44, United
States Code, for the purpose of facili-
tating compliance by small businesses
with certain Federal paperwork re-
quirements and to establish a task
force to examine the feasibility of
streamlining paperwork requirements
applicable to small businesses, with
Mr. FOSSELLA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. OSE) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE).
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 327.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 327, the Small
Business Paperwork Relief Act was in-
troduced by the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Chairman BURTON) on January 31,
2001.

This good government bill continues
congressional efforts to streamline and
reduce paperwork burdens on small
businesses.

During the 105th and 106th Con-
gresses, the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight reported out
bills H.R. 3310 and H.R. 391, respec-
tively, that passed the House by votes
of 267 to 140 and 274 to 151, respectively.
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These earlier bills included all of the
substantive provisions in H.R. 327.
However, unlike the predecessor bills,
H.R. 327 does not include any provi-
sions relating to the waiver of sanc-
tions for first-time violations by small
businesses of Federal paperwork re-
quirements.

H.R. 327 includes the following help-
ful provisions for small businesses.
First, a requirement for the Office of
Management and Budget to annually
publish in the Federal Register and on
the Internet an identification of each
agency’s Federal paperwork require-
ments for small businesses.

Second, a requirement for each agen-
cy to establish a single point of contact
for small businesses.

Third, a requirement for each agency
to make further efforts to reduce pa-
perwork for small businesses with
fewer than 25 employees.

Fourth, a requirement to establish
an interagency task force to study
streamlining of paperwork require-
ments for small businesses.

H.R. 327 asks this task force to con-
sider having each agency consolidate
its reporting requirements for small
businesses, resulting in reporting to
the agency’s single point of contact, in
a single format or using a single elec-
tronic reporting system, and on one
date.

The definition of small business in
this bill is the one used in the Small
Business Act, 15 U.S.C., subsection 631
et seq.

H.R. 327 amends the Paperwork Re-
duction Act, the successor to the Fed-
eral Reports Act of 1942, which began
the requirement for OMB approval be-
fore paperwork could be imposed on
nine or more members of the public.
The 1980 Paperwork Reduction Act
which established the office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs in OMB
began by stating ‘‘information needed
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by Federal agencies shall be obtained
with a minimum burden upon business
enterprises, especially small business
enterprises, and other persons required
to furnish the information and at a
minimum cost to the government.”

The 1995 reauthorization of the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act set 10 percent
and 5 percent goals for paperwork re-
duction each year from 1996 to 2001.

OMB’s most recent estimate of Fed-
eral paperwork burden on the public is
7.2 billion hours annually, at a cost of
$190 billion a year. Despite the statu-
tory requirements for annual reduc-
tions in paperwork burden, there have
been annual increases, instead of an-
nual decreases, in paperwork in each of
the last 5 years. Those being from 1996
to 2000.

OMB’s April 2000 report to Congress
entitled the Information Collection
Budget of the United States Govern-
ment: Fiscal Year 2000 does not iden-
tify any interagency efforts to stream-
line paperwork requirements on small
businesses. Also, although Congress re-
quired OMB to provide an analysis of
impacts of Federal regulation on small
business, OMB’s June 2000 ‘‘Report to
Congress on the Costs and Benefits of
Federal Regulations: 2000’ devotes less
than one page to the impact of Federal
regulatory and paperwork burdens on
small businesses.

H.R. 327 has been endorsed by the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
the National Federation of Independent
Business, the National Small Business
United, the Small Business Coalition
for Regulatory Relief, the Small Busi-
ness Legislative Council, the Small
Business Survival Committee, the
Academy of General Dentistry, Agri-
culture Retailers Association, the
American Farm Bureau Federation,
the American Road and Transportation
Builders Association, Associated Build-
ers and Contractors, the Associated
General Contractors, the Automotive
Parts and Service Alliance, the Food
Marketing Institute, GrassRoots Im-
pact Inc., the National Association of
Convenience Stores, the National
Automobile Dealers Association, the
National Business Association, the Na-
tional Pest Management Association,
the National Restaurant Association,
the National Roofing Contractors Asso-
ciation, the National Tooling and Ma-
chining Association, the North Amer-
ican Equipment Dealers Association,
and the Society of American Florists.

Mr. Chairman, I have introduced an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute which includes provisions re-
quested by the Government Reform Mi-
nority, or the Committee on Small
Business. Specifically, calling for, first,
a clarification that was added that the
annual list of requirements applicable
to small businesses shall be organized
so that small businesses can easily
identify requirements with which they
are expected to comply; second, the De-
partment of Treasury was added to the
membership of the interagency task
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force since the IRS accounts for nearly
80 percent of all paperwork burden on
the public; third, a clarification was
added that the consolidation require-
ments on small businesses shall not
negatively impact the effectiveness of
the underlying laws; fourth, the task
force’s report shall be submitted not
only to Congress but also to OMB; and,
fifth, a requirement was added to the
task force to report in 2 years on rec-
ommendations for interactive, elec-
tronic recording with on-line editing,
electronic dissemination and coordina-
tion across agencies so that agency sin-
gle points of contact can provide small
businesses with information from other
agencies.

In addition, the Small Business Com-
mittee stressed that, first, the inter-
agency task force should reach out to
actual small businesses for their views
and recommendations, and that agen-
cies should create user-friendly Web
sites for small businesses, including
links to each agency’s reporting re-
quirements for small businesses and or-
ganized, where possible, by the North
American Industrial Classification
System formally known as the SIC
codes.

Small businesses are particularly
hurt by regulatory and paperwork bur-
den. The Small Business Administra-
tion estimates that it costs large firms
$3,400 per employee to comply with
Federal regulatory and paperwork re-
quirements. However, the costs to
small businesses is 50 percent greater,
a staggering $5,100 per employee. Not
only are such costs higher for small
businesses, but clearly they are also
harder to absorb.

Small businesses cannot afford to
comply with Federal requirements in
the same way that large businesses
can. The high costs of such require-
ments often makes it impossible for
small businesses to expand. It threat-
ens their ability to stay afloat or it
prevents them from opening in the first
place.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 327 should result
in needed relief for small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Energy
Policy, Natural Resources and Regu-
latory Affairs.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 327 is a substan-
tial improvement over the small busi-
ness paperwork bills that were consid-
ered by the House in the last two Con-
gresses because in the last two Con-
gresses, these contained controversial
penalty provisions, and they have since
been removed. This bill includes provi-
sions suggested by the Democratic mi-
nority that will reduce the paperwork
burden on truly small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, small businesses as
everyone is familiar with, are the back-
bone of the economy and, now, are
where the new jobs are being created.
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However, many small- and family-
owned businesses spend a great deal of
their resources learning about and
complying with applicable laws.

I am very pleased that we are looking
at ways to make it easier for small
businesses to understand what infor-
mation they are required to provide
and the ways to simplify and stream-
line the paperwork process.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 327, as amended,
requires the Office of Management and
Budget to annually produce a list of in-
formation collection requirements ap-
plicable to small businesses and to do
that in a manner that is useful to
small businesses. This list must be
printed in the Federal Register and on
the Internet.

The bill also requires each agency to
establish one point of contact to act as
a liaison with small businesses.

It requires agencies to make efforts
to further reduce paperwork on busi-
nesses with fewer than 25 employees.

It establishes a task force to study
the feasibility of streamlining informa-
tion collection and dissemination.

Mr. Chairman, 3 years ago, we con-
sidered similar provisions when we con-
sidered H.R. 3310. Unfortunately, that
bill also contained provisions that
would have probably prohibited agen-
cies from penalizing businesses for
most first-time information-related
violations. These provisions would re-
move agency discretion. It would have
created a safe haven for willful, sub-
stantial, and long-standing violations.

They were obviously strongly op-
posed by the prior administration, by
labor, environmental, consumer, senior
citizen, health, trade and firefighter
groups, as well as by some State attor-
neys general.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KuciNicH) and I offered an amendment
to address these concerns. However,
the amendment failed. Because of the
surrounding controversy, the bill was
never considered in the Senate; and we
lost a chance to implement the provi-
sions that we are considering today.

The bill was resurrected in the next
Congress as H.R. 391. The amendment
of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH), which fixed controversial
provisions, narrowly failed by a vote of
214-210. Again, because the controver-
sial provisions remained in the bill, it
never became law.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to see
that H.R. 327 does not include those
controversial penalty provisions and
now there is a strong chance that this
bill will in fact become law.

Mr. Chairman, I am also pleased to
say that the managers amendment to
H.R. 327 includes suggestions made by
the Democratic minority of this com-
mittee. For instance, the task force
will study the feasibility of strength-
ening the dissemination so that agen-
cies can more effectively share that in-
formation with other agencies and with
the public.

The task force must make rec-
ommendations for implementing an
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interactive system for information col-
lection requirements so the small busi-
nesses can identify applicable require-
ments over the Internet.

It will provide guidelines for devel-
oping an interactive system that edits
the information submitted by small
businesses and checks for consistency.

It will make recommendations for
electronic dissemination of collected
information.

Finally, it will make recommenda-
tions for coordinating information col-
lection between the different agencies.

Another change that was suggested
by the Democratic minority clarifies
that the annual list of information re-
quirements will be produced in a man-
ner that is useful to small businesses.
The original bill required that the lists
be made by statistical code; however,
that list likely would not be used by
small businesses, it would merely pro-
vide a statistical analysis of the quan-
tity of information regulations.

After all, the purpose of this bill is
not to count regulations but to help
small businesses understand and com-
ply with the information collection re-
quirements. The new language ensures
that the list is produced in such a man-
ner that such small business concerns
can easily identify requirements with
which they are expected to comply.

Further, H.R. 327 includes a provision
suggested by the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and it was
adopted 3 years ago. And it focuses pa-
perwork reduction on small businesses
with fewer than 25 employees. This
amendment directs our efforts to truly
small businesses that need our help the
most.

The definition of small businesses
that was incorporated to H.R. 327 and
was so broad that it included numerous
businesses that many do not really
consider as small.

It would have included petroleum re-
fineries with up to 1500 employees,
pharmaceutical companies with up to
750 employees, and banks with up to
$100 million in assets. Thus, this bill,
as amended, helps most businesses not
just small businesses, and I believe it is
appropriate to focus the agency efforts
on businesses that truly are small.

Mr. Chairman, the information col-
lection is one of the more important
jobs of the Federal Government. It al-
lows the government to enforce the law
without burdening businesses with in-
depth site investigations; nevertheless,
it is difficult for small businesses to
fully understand what is required of
them. And many businesses have ex-
pressed frustration with the fact that
they provided similar information to
more than one source in government.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the govern-
ment should help small businesses un-
derstand their responsibilities and
streamline the information collection
process. This bill serves both purposes
without jeopardizing the underlying
protections. Furthermore, it should
help us take advantage of the informa-
tion age by using the Internet to gath-
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er and disseminate information. These
changes have been suggested by numer-
ous sources, including the General Ac-
counting Office.

Mr. Chairman, it is a bit ironic that
we are considering this bill to help
small businesses at a time when the
President has proposed cutting funding
to the Small Business Administration
by over 46 percent.

He has recommended eliminating the
New Markets Venture Capital Pro-
gram, which provides venture capital
and technical assistance to small busi-
nesses in less prosperous areas in the
country.

The President also recommends
eliminating the BusinessLINC Program
which encourages mentoring between
large and small businesses. I am hoping
that as the session moves forward, we
will be able to deal with those matters
and to truly help small businesses
there, as well as with this Paperwork
Reduction Act.

I am pleased that we are at least
willing to consider this bill which
would help small businesses comply
with the law and encourage the govern-
ment to take advantage of electronic
reporting and reduce duplicative paper-
work burdens. I urge your support for
passage.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY) for his efforts in helping us
identify for small businesses across
this country what the exact paperwork
burden is that exists on them.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON), my good friend and
chairman of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. OSE), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
ergy Policy, Natural Resources and
Regulatory Affairs, for his hard work
on this bill, and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY). He has
worked very hard on this. I would like
to thank as well the gentleman from
California (Mr. WAXMAN), the minority
member on the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very, very
important bill. We talk about a lot of
bills around here, Mr. Chairman, that
do not seem to be very significant to
the American people. But this is one
that probably will not get front page
across the country but it really is im-
portant.
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We have 24 million small business

people in this country, 24 million. The

gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
said there was 190 billion hours that



March 15, 2001

are devoted to small business paper-
work. The Chamber of Commerce says
that is 229 billion hours that they have
to devote to paperwork for the Federal
Government. My figures are 232 billion.
But no matter how one cuts it, that is
an awful lot of time and money that
they have to spend just messing with
regulations and paperwork in this
country.

It costs them, as the gentleman from
California (Mr. OSE) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) and
others have said, on average $5,100 per
employee to comply with these regula-
tions each year. Just think how much
money we could save in this country
and how much money could be turned
into capital improvements and eco-
nomic expansion if they did not have to
spend all this time and money on pa-
perwork.

So this bill, I think, is a very, very
important bill. It will not be, like I
said, front page, but I think everybody
in this country that is a small business
person is going to be very, very happy
that we pass it.

I might also state that the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce is very sup-
portive of the bill. They have 96 per-
cent of their members that are small
business people across this country, 96
out of 100. I know that all of those peo-
ple are going to be thanking the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. OSE) and hopefully me as
well for helping get this terrible work-
load off their backs so that they can
make more money and help make the
economy even stronger.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
letter from the Chamber of Commerce
for the RECORD, as follows:

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, March 13, 2001.
Hon. DAN BURTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BURTON: Later this
week, the full U.S. House is expected to con-
sider H.R. 327, “The Small Business Paper-
work Relief Act.”” The U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce is the world’s largest business federa-
tion, representing more than three million
businesses of every size, sector, and region.
More than 96 percent of the U.S. Chamber’s
members are small businesses with 100 or
fewer employees.

With the plethora of regulatory mandates
on small business growing to unpredicted
levels, so too is the prodigious task of filling
out the required paperwork. Our nation’s 23
million small businesses spent approxi-
mately 7 billion hours filling out federal pa-
perwork in 1998, according to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). The cost as-
sociated with this paperwork burden is esti-
mated at $229 billion and that does not take
into account state and local requirements.

Specifically, H.R. 327 would require each
agency to establish one point of contact for
small businesses on federal paperwork re-
quirements. In addition, a task force with
representatives across federal agencies
would be established to examine the feasi-
bility of requiring each agency to reduce,
consolidate and harmonize requirements re-
garding collections of information with re-
spect to small-business concerns.
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We urge you to support H.R. 327 and to op-
pose amendments that would weaken the im-
portant paperwork reduction requirements
in the bill.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
make one add-on to the chairman’s
comments. He had said there were 190
billion hours. It was actually 7.2 billion
hours per year in paperwork and 190
billion per year in cost.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OSE. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, when one gets into those figures,
it gets very confusing; but the fact of
the matter is, it is costing small busi-
ness people in this country a ton of
money.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO), my good friend and
chairman of the Committee on Small
Business.

(Mr. MANZULLO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 327, the
Small Business Paperwork Relief Act.
This bill represents an excellent start
in reducing the paperwork burdens
that are swamping millions of small
businesses. If we can get them out from
under this deluge, they can devote
themselves to hiring workers, invest-
ing capital and moving the economy
forward.

Twenty years after the passage of the
Paperwork Reduction Act, there is no
evidence that the government has re-
duced the amount of paperwork on
small businesses. The Federal Govern-
ment requires the filing of more than
7,700 forms, resulting in nearly 66 mil-
lion responses with a total burden of
more than 7.5 billion man-hours.

The Office of Management and Budg-
et estimates that the annual cost of
these paperwork burdens cost the
American economy over $61.7 billion.
This is a vast amount of paperwork.

Do we know how much of this burden
is imposed on small businesses? Do we
know how much of this burden is im-
posed on particular classes of small
businesses? Does the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget know which forms
apply to which businesses? If it does,
has that agency considered whether
the information is duplicated? This
bill, H.R. 327, provides the answers to
these questions.

For example, convenience store own-
ers that sell gasoline may have to pre-
pare 46 different Federal forms. That is
in addition to the basic forms for start-
ing a business which are numerous,
forms related to the sale and service of
food, et cetera, et cetera. The forms
and their associated instructions for
the 46 different forms particularly as-
sociated with convenience stores total
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250 pages of legal and regulatory prose.
I got this information not from the
Federal Government, which does not
compile according to the function of
the retailer or the wholesaler, but from
a trade association.

So if someone wants to start a con-
venience store that sells gasoline, he or
she would have to go to seven different
Federal agencies. That assumes that
they even knew that they should be
going to some of those agencies. The
situation is simply intolerable. H.R. 327
corrects this problem.

The bill requires the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to classify forms
by business category, mandates that
OMB put the information on the Inter-
net in a user-friendly manner for small
businesses, forces Federal agencies to
create a single point of contact for
small businesses to obtain information
concerning paperwork requirements,
and creates an interagency task force
to consider ways to reduce and stream-
line the paperwork burdens now facing
small businesses.

As the chairman of the Committee on
Small Business, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. OSE) for moving H.R. 327. I
look forward to working with the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
OSE) on improving the Paperwork Re-
duction Act to ensure that the Federal
Government reduces paperwork bur-
dens on America’s small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, the first thing the bill does is
require that the OMB identify by North Amer-
ican Industrial Classification or other appro-
priate industry identification, the forms that
every small business must fill out. In essence,
a chart would be created that can be reviewed
to determine the total number of forms that
each agency imposes on each type of small
business. OMB could then utilize this identi-
fication process to estimate the total burdens
imposed on small businesses in each indus-
trial classification. This is vital information that
OMB does not yet estimate. OMB should be
able to use this information in its internal man-
agement of approving existing and new infor-
mation collection requests under the Paper-
work Reduction Act.

There seems to be some concern about
using industrial classifications because small
businesses do not know their industrial classi-
fication. First, any small business that con-
tracts with the Federal Government must know
its industrial classification because the Federal
Government classifies contracts using the
North American Industrial Classification. The
Securities and Exchange Commission requires
the use of the North American Industrial Clas-
sification in all of its filings. So there are many
small businesses that already know there in-
dustrial classification. And | would expect that
OMB would provide a website link to the North
American Industrial Classification system so
small business owners could actually check
their classification. | also would expect that the
agency would put the title of the industrial
classification in the data it collects for ease of
reference in any event.

By itself, that single step would prove valu-
able to the Federal Government management
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of paperwork burdens and to the small busi-
ness community. But H.R. 327, as amended,
does more than that. It makes the information
available to the small business community in
a user-friendly manner. H.R. 327, as amend-
ed, requires the agencies to establish a single
point of contact within each agency where
small businesses can go to obtain information
on the paperwork requirements associated
with the agency. My colleagues are well aware
that within a single Federal agency are numer-
ous subagencies. | see no reason that a small
business owner has to negotiate among this
multitude in order to find out a simple ques-
tion—what forms do | need to fill out to comply
with the law. The structure of Federal agen-
cies has made this a game. If a small busi-
ness owner guesses correctly, they might find
out what forms they need to fill out; if they
guess incorrectly, they might not find out. That
is just plain stupid.

H.R. 327 would correct that problem by ap-
pointing one person in each agency to act as
a central point of contact for small businesses
to obtain information on the paperwork re-
quirements associated with its small business.
Small businesses then would be able to obtain
the appropriate forms from this point of con-
tact. | also would expect that the point of con-
tact would create a website where all of the
agency’s forms are located for easy
downloading by small businesses.

The bill also would establish an interagency
task force to address ways to reduce burdens
on small businesses. For example, the task
force, armed with identification of all appro-
priate forms identified by industry, could begin
to examine processes to improve interagency
sharing information so that similar information
would not have to be filed with multiple agen-
cies. Or agencies might share knowledge
about how to make forms more user-friendly
and thereby reduce the time that small busi-
nesses expend in completing forms.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter
into a colloquy with the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I will be
happy to engage in a colloquy with the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for agreeing to engage in a colloquy. I
think it is absolutely imperative on
the task force created by the bill to ob-
tain input from the small business
community. Does the gentleman from
California concur?

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I concur with the
gentleman from Illinois. I certainly
would not understand how a task force
that is designed to reduce the paper-
work burdens on small businesses could
accomplish its goal without obtaining
input from the small businesses that
are buried by Federal reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for clarifying that issue.

I also note that the bill would require
the Office of Management and Budget
place the information on small busi-
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ness paperwork burdens on the Inter-
net. I agree that this would make the
information more accessible.

However, I believe more can be done.
I think that OMB should establish a
link on its website to the agency point
of contact established by the bill. Each
agency’s website then would have links
to the relevant paperwork required for
small business. I would like the opinion
of the gentleman from California on
this point.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I agree with
the gentleman from Illinois. The bill
was intended to make information
available in a wuser-friendly format,
which means making it easy for small
businesses to find the relevant paper-
work requirements on the Internet.
That would include providing appro-
priate links on OMB’s website to the
single points of contact established by
the bill. In addition, I would expect
links on OMB’s website to other gen-
eral access points, such as the FirstGov
website and the Small Business Admin-
istration’s website.

I look forward to working with the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
to ensure that the Federal agencies
provide appropriate links to this crit-
ical information.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, fi-
nally, I would like to clarify one point.
The bill as introduced required that
the information be organized by the
North American Industrial Classifica-
tion System. The amendment would
modify that requirement by leaving it
up to the discretion of OMB.

Is it the opinion of the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) that the best
method of classifying the information
remains the North American Industrial
Classification System because that
would enable small businesses to best
identify the paperwork burdens associ-
ated with the particular businesses?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for raising that critical
point. I believe that OMB should clas-
sify the information using the North
American Industrial Classification
System. Otherwise, a small business
searching for information on its paper-
work burdens might not find the infor-
mation most applicable to its business.
By using the North American Indus-
trial Classification System, it would
ensure that restaurants find informa-
tion relevant for restaurants and not
information for steel manufacturers.

In conclusion, I fully agree with the
gentleman from Illinois on this point.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. OSE).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I understand the de-
sire that the task force address con-
cerns of the small business community.
It is my understanding that is why the
task force in fact includes someone
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from the Small Business Office of Ad-
vocacy. That is what they do. So I
should not think we would all be sur-
prised about that. I think that should
continue and we support that.

But I think it is also important that
the task force obtain input from the
environmental, public health and the
labor communities as well. Because the
study, in fact, is looking at the feasi-
bility of streamlining paperwork with-
out negatively impacting underlying
protections.

I think, as much as we can all rail
here about the need for paperwork re-
duction and streamlining, we all be-
lieve that is a good goal. I think few of
us would argue that the regulations in
fact are there for a purpose. While we
are achieving our goal for this bill, we
want to make sure we do not undercut
the purposes of those regulations that
are so important.

I would also like to clarify a point
made by the gentleman from California
(Mr. OsE). I understand his preference
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et to use the North American Indus-
trial Classification System. However, 1
want to ensure that he understands the
bill has changed. The bill now states
that the information should be orga-
nized in such a manner that such small
business concerns can easily identify
requirements by which they are ex-
pected to comply.

If the North American Industrial
Classification System is the easiest,
then I think that is obviously the one
OMB will select. But we should all
know that the NAIC categories are
used for census purposes and for com-
piling statistics. OMB may not find
that to be the most significant or most
proper way to do that, in which case
they will use another way of presenting
the information.

I thank the chairman for that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BAcCA).

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I stand in
support of this legislation, H.R. 327. If
we are not choking small businesses
with overburdensome regulations, we
are choking them with paperwork.

Today small business owners have to
contend with an increased competition
with big businesses who are merging
and consolidating and putting a
squeeze on the little guy. Then they
have big government come in, squeez-
ing the little guy with tons of regula-
tions and paperwork. This is why this
country is heading into a recession.

Small business is the engine of the
economic growth in this country. The
biggest employer is the Inland Empire
in my area with the largest growth of
small businesses.

What we have done is we have stalled
the engine. I state we have stalled the
engine. We have forced small business-
men and women to spend hours filling
out forms. These are hours they cannot
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spend with customers, their families,
vendors, civic organizations.

Time is money. As a former small
business owner, I know how tough it
can be to keep up with small regula-
tions and forms. I wanted to be a good
businessman, not a good form-filler-
outer.

For those of us who are in small busi-
nesses, we understand what is going on
in the world around us and the kind of
competition that we are faced with as
well. We want to be just as competitive
as anybody else. But we also want to
spend our time wisely. The way to do
that is to get rid of some of the bur-
dens that we have in the filling out of
the paperwork.

In addition, I am also concerned that
the President’s budget cuts Small Busi-
ness Administration almost in half
from its level of 2000 and that the
President’s tax plan does not allow for
specific tax relief for small businesses.

Small businesses deserve our support
and help. They need financing pro-
grams. They deserve specific tax relief
measures. They need less burdensome
regulations and less paperwork.

Let us unharness small business own-
ers and get the engine going again. I
ask for support for H.R. 327.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I find myself thanking
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. TIERNEY) often, which is good. I
want to thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for bringing up the very
valid suggestion that the task force
should visit with labor and environ-
mental groups in particular. I think
that is an excellent point that needs to
be in the RECORD.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this
opportunity to come to the floor this
morning to urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Small Business Paperwork Re-
duction Act. I specifically thank the
gentleman from California (Chairman
OsSE) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) for their efforts
in this regard.

My good friends, the gentleman from
Indiana (Chairman BURTON) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Chairman
MANZULLO), have introduced and
worked with these gentlemen to intro-
duce an important bill to help the new
administration protect small business
from an ever-expanding regulatory bur-
den.

As the new chairman of the Sub-
committee on Regulatory Reform and
Oversight, I am especially pleased to
pick up the regulatory reform mantle
from the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. KELLY) and my good friend and
predecessor David McIntosh. They did
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a tremendous job as advocates for
small business, and I hope to continue
to fight regulatory excess and burden-
some paperwork that acts as such an
impediment to economic growth and
expansion.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, reducing this
burden is as important to small busi-
nesses as tax relief, because filling out
forms competes directly with the busi-
ness manager’s principal goal, growing
his or her business. This mountain of
paperwork has been the enemy.

In spite of the importance of small
business to the success of our economy,
small businesses face serious hurdles.
One of the hardships that I have heard
over and over again in east central In-
diana from small business leaders in
my district is the burden of paperwork
and Federal red tape.

The Office of Management and Budg-
et estimates the Federal paperwork
burden at 7.2 billion hours. What does
this mean, Mr. Chairman? It means
that it takes an army of 3.5 million
workers working 40 hours a week, 52
weeks of the year to simply fill out all
of the paperwork the Federal Govern-
ment requires each year. According to
the Office of Management and Budget,
this costs the American public $190 bil-
lion a year.
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Much of the information that is gath-
ered in this paperwork is important,
sometimes even crucial for the govern-
ment to function. However, too often
the paperwork is duplicative and some-
times unnecessary.

Unfortunately, past efforts to fix the
paperwork problem have not worked.
In 1995, Congress passed amendments
to the Paperwork Reduction Act. The
goal of the act was to annually reduce
the requirements of the Federal Gov-
ernment. These annual reductions in
paperwork, however, have not been
achieved. In fact, paperwork burdens
have increased over the past 5 years.

As my colleagues know, the regu-
latory burden that the Federal Govern-
ment imposes on business is stag-
gering. According to the Small Busi-
ness Administration, it costs large
firms $3,400 per employee to comply
with Federal regulations. However, the
cost to small businesses is 50 percent
greater, a staggering, $5,100 per em-
ployee; and for small businesses, nearly
$2,000 of this cost is for paperwork
alone. H.R. 327 starts to deal with these
paperwork issues.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Small Business Paper-
work Relief Act.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN), the able ranking
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of H.R. 327, the Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act. As my col-
leagues may recall, similar legislation
was on the House floor during the 105th
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and the 106th Congresses, which I did
not support. H.R. 327, however, does
not contain the controversial provi-
sions as in the past years that would
have condoned violations of important
health and safety laws.

In addition to stripping the bill of
the egregious language regarding viola-
tions, the majority worked with us to
add new provisions that call for agen-
cies to make it easier for small busi-
nesses to learn what is expected of
them and improve the dissemination of
regulatory information to the public.
This bill calls on agencies to work to-
gether to create a way for a small busi-
ness person to be able to contact one
agency for information instead of mul-
tiple agencies as is currently required.

I especially want to highlight one
provision which calls on agencies to
work toward an interactive computer
system which will allow small busi-
nesses to electronically identify infor-
mation collection requirements. A
small business person should be able to
go online and determine what are the
government requirements with which
the business needs to comply.

Just this week the General Account-
ing Office released a report, Regulatory
Management: Communication About
Technology-Based Innovations Can Be
Improved, drafted at my request and
the request of Senators LIEBERMAN and
THOMPSON. It demonstrates how infor-
mation technology can and should be
used by agencies when they interact
with the public to accomplish their
missions. The report explains that in-
creased use of information technology
in regulatory management has the po-
tential to yield significant benefits, in-
cluding reducing burden on regulated
entities; and I believe the changes to
this bill start us on the right track.

Mr. Chairman, of course this bill’s at-
tempt to help small businesses should
not obscure what this Congress has
done to hurt small businesses. This Re-
publican Congress began down the
wrong path earlier this month when it
included anti-small business provisions
in the bankruptcy bill it passed. One
such provision created an inflexible
trigger which requires a court to order
liquidation even if the small business
is still viable.

Similarly, the President’s budget re-
cently submitted to Congress funding
cuts of the Small Business Administra-
tion by 46.4 percent. Specifically, the
budget eliminates the New Markets
Venture Capital program, which pro-
vides venture capital and technical as-
sistance to small businesses in less
prosperous areas of the country.

In addition, it eliminates the busi-
ness link program which encourages
mentoring between large and small
businesses.

Mr. Chairman, although there were a
number of additional provisions that I
would have liked to see in this bill, be-
cause this bill no longer has the viola-
tions sections and because some of the
Democratic suggestions were included,
I urge passage of H.R. 327.
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In closing, I would like to commend
the gentleman from California (Mr.
OSE), the subcommittee chairman; the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON),
the full committee chairman; and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY), the subcommittee ranking
member. They have worked together to
produce a bill that deserves our sup-
port.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. OTTER).

(Mr. OTTER asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 327, the Small
Business Paperwork Relief Act. The Of-
fice of Management and Budget esti-
mates that small businesses spend 7.2
billion man-hours to fill out Federal
Government paperwork. This means it
takes an army of 3.5 million workers,
working 8 hours a day, 260 days a year,
to fill out the paperwork that the Fed-
eral Government requires. Think now,
how many government employees it
takes to read, file, store, analyze, and
then answer this same paperwork.

For the hard-working American peo-
ple who own and operate small busi-
nesses, we must stop these regulations
now; and by doing so, we create an op-
portunity for them to become more ef-
ficient, drive down costs, stimulate the
economy, and let them spend more
time of that 7.2 billion hours with their
families and keeping their businesses
competitive. It is the American con-
sumer that buys the products from
these companies that pays the bill.

Mr. Chairman, once again I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me this time.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to one of our newest Members,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUT-
NAM).

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 327, the Small Business Paper-
work Relief Act. In my State of Flor-
ida, 98.9 percent of the businesses are
small businesses, and 84 percent of the
jobs in Florida come from firms having
25 or fewer employees.

Small business ownership is the great
gateway to the middle class for many
minorities in my State. In Florida,
there are over 40,000 small businesses
owned by African Americans and over
118,000 Hispanic-owned small busi-
nesses. In my home county there are
about 9,300 business establishments, 86
percent of which the employment
comes from firms employing fewer
than 20.

Small business is truly the lifeblood
of our economy. Bureaucracy and its
attendant costs, however, have invaded
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nearly every aspect of our economic
life. Nowhere does the growing burden
of Federal regulation fall more heavily
than on small business.

Among the early victories of the
Reagan years was the passage of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980. The
Paperwork Reduction Act targeted sev-
eral classes of the public for relief, es-
pecially the small business commu-
nity. Unfortunately, since that time,
the burden of Federal regulation has
once again reared its ugly head. Mr.
Chairman, that means that 86 percent
of the employment is burdened by this
hidden tax of $2,000 per employee.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
H.R. 327.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GRUCCI).

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. OSE), for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, during my career,
both in the private sector as a small
family businessman, and in the public
sector, when I served as supervisor of
the largest town in Suffolk County, on
Long Island, I have always been a pro-
ponent of streamlining the costly bu-
reaucracies that hinder the success of
small businesses and stifle the entre-
preneurial spirit.

When I ran my family business, I ex-
perienced firsthand how encyclopedia-
sized applications discouraged owners
from competing on government
projects. I had to hire additional attor-
neys, accountants, and consultants
just to fill out the basic paperwork.
These requirements place unnecessary
burdens on the backbone of our Na-
tion’s economy, the entrepreneur and
the small business owner.

As a local town supervisor, I stream-
lined and enhanced the planning and
review process so small businesses
could obtain permits at a faster pace.
By streamlining the process, small
businesses open faster, expand at a
greater rate, create additional jobs,
protect our environment, and provide
the improvement for the quality of life
of all Americans.

This commonsense measure aims to
ease the unnecessary burdensome pa-
perwork by requiring public electronic
disclosure of all Federal paperwork re-
quirements and establishing a one-stop
shop.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in passing this resolu-
tion.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time and for his lead-
ership. I also thank the committee for
its leadership and thank the chairman
as well.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to come to
the floor to suggest to my colleagues
that I wish that we could be doing
more. I happen to be a member of the
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House Committee on Science, and dur-
ing my tenure on that committee I
have often said that small business is
the backbone, the infrastructure, of
America, along with science. Science is
the work of America. In many in-
stances, small businesses are engaged
in activities that generate research and
improvements in our quality of life.

I believe the backbone of this legisla-
tion is the idea of providing access to
small businesses as relates to our Fed-
eral agencies. So I am certainly sup-
portive of the aspects that would re-
quire Federal agencies to reduce paper-
work requirements for very small busi-
nesses; and certainly I am very sup-
portive of establishing single points of
contacts for information on paperwork
requirements and the fact that we are
publishing each year a list of all paper-
work requirements on small businesses
and establishing a task force to study
the feasibility of streamlining small
business reporting requirements.

But I would like to see us continue
outreach activities to small businesses.
I think the concept promoted in the
last administration of the U.S. General
Store, where there was a central point
where small businesses could access
the Federal agencies and find out how
to market products to the Federal
agencies and how to work with the
Federal agencies, is a concept that this
Congress should take up again.

I think this Congress should be look-
ing at how we can lower the cost of
health care for our smaller businesses
in a manner that provides health care
to their employees in an economical
way. I think this Congress should be
looking at how we can address the en-
ergy crisis so that the high cost of fuel
is not putting our small businesses out
of business. And I would hope that this
Congress could as well look at the mo-
bile concerns around the Nation, be-
cause it is the employees of small busi-
nesses that most suffer in terms of mo-
bility. In particular, my city of Hous-
ton is fighting for a light rail system
to assist in our mobility and air-qual-
ity issues.

So though I come and support this
legislation, inasmuch as I believe the
economy is driven by small businesses,
I think that we will do well to spend a
great deal of our legislative agenda in
helping to address the questions that
really drive small businesses, which is
bringing down their health care costs,
providing them with regional mobility,
and ensuring that they have the kind
of lower costs in energy and overhead
costs that will keep them strong and
vibrant.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I support
the legislation and ask my colleagues
to continue their work.
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Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I want to compliment the gentle-
woman from Texas. I look forward to
working with her on further relieving
the burden on the small businesses
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that exist in all of our districts. I
thought her remarks were right on
point.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from West Virginia
(Ms. CAPITO).

Ms. CAPITO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to urge all of my colleagues to
support the small business paperwork
relief act, H.R. 327. Many who have spo-
ken have cited the various benefits of
this bill to small businesses: reduced
costs, greater efficiency and new jobs.
But I would like to highlight yet an-
other benefit of this bill, greater busi-
ness opportunities for women and more
women-owned businesses.

Women have made great strides in
the workplace, especially as entre-
preneurs. Between the years of 1987 and
1997, the number of women-owned busi-
nesses has increased by 89 percent. In
my State of West Virginia, small busi-
ness is 80 percent of the businesses in
West Virginia. In February of this
year, six of my constituents received
Small Business Administration loans.
Four of these business owners were
women. All of them are happy to re-
ceive the financial support, but they
would be even happier if the govern-
ment would remove some of the unnec-
essary regulations and paperwork that
prevent them from doing such things
as offering expanded health insurance
policies or creating new jobs, all these
things that could be done with the
costs they expend on filling out large
amounts of Federal paperwork.

As leaders entrusted with the respon-
sibility to preserve the ideas that this
country was founded on, we need to be
constantly vigilant, recognizing these
needless barriers that unduly burden
small business. We need to be con-
stantly aware and unwilling to tolerate
the unnecessary obstacles that prevent
all Americans, men and women, from
achieving the American dream. If we
fail our country and our constituents
of this responsibility, then we cheat
our national economy of many talented
and capable workers and potential
commercial assets.

I cannot help but wonder how many
more women or minority entrepreneurs
we could have if we made starting and
running a small business a little bit
easier. I urge my colleagues today to
recognize this. Today we have the op-
portunity to preserve and extend the
idea of the American dream to millions
more women who think that when it
comes to starting and running a busi-
ness it is just too hard. Send them a
message that the true entrepreneurial
spirit is available to them.

I urge support of H.R. 327, the small
business paperwork relief act.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FERGUSON).

(Mr. FERGUSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of small
business owners and of common sense.
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I ask my colleagues to support H.R.
327, the small business paperwork relief
act. Despite the importance of small
businesses to our economy, they face
serious regulatory hurdles. The single
most costly type of regulation is paper-
work compliance. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget estimates the
Federal paperwork burden at 7.2 billion
man hours and $190 billion each year.
These small businesses are drowning in
a sea of red tape. The time and money
required to keep up with government
paperwork prevents small businesses
from securing their first priority,
growing and creating new jobs.

According to the Small Business Ad-
ministration, it costs large firms $3,400
per employee to comply with Federal
regulations. But the cost to small busi-
ness is b0 percent higher, a staggering
$5,100 per employee. This common
sense legislation would help ease the
paperwork burden by establishing a
central Internet site listing all the
Federal paperwork requirements for
small businesses, allowing small busi-
nesses to anticipate the otherwise un-
known paperwork hurdles that they
must clear in launching new busi-
nesses.

As a former small business owner, 1
have personally witnessed the tremen-
dous strain that paperwork places on
small business owners. In fact, in my
district in Fanwood, New Jersey, Mary
Ellen Cagnassola’s small business pro-
vides work for my constituents who
make the popular scented soaps at
Mary Ellen’s Sweet Soaps. Mary Ellen
is one of thousands of small business
owners across the country who employ
more than 50 percent of our country’s
workforce and face a 50 percent higher
cost than larger business owners in
regulatory paperwork.

I ask my colleagues to support this
bill which takes an important first step
in trying to lift the paperwork burden
that the Federal Government imposes
every year on America’s small business
owners.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of
small business owners—and common sense—
and ask my colleagues to support H.R. 327,
the “Small Business Paperwork Relief Act.”

Despite the importance of small businesses
to our economy, they face serious regulatory
hurdles. The single most costly type of regula-
tion is paperwork compliance. The Office of
Management and Budget estimates the fed-
eral paperwork burden at 7.2 billion man-hours
and $190 billion a year.

But these small businesses are drowning in
a sea of redtape. The time and money re-
quired to keep up with government paperwork
prevents small businesses from securing their
first priority—growing and creating new jobs.

According to the Small Business Administra-
tion, it costs large firms $3,400 per employee
to comply with federal regulations. But the
cost to small business is 50 percent greater—
a staggering $5,100 per employee.

This commonsense legislation would help
ease the paperwork burden by establishing a
central Internet site listing all the federal pa-
perwork requirements for small businesses—
allowing small businesses to anticipate the
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otherwise unknown paperwork hurdles they
must clear in launching new business.

In addition, it directs each agency to provide
a contact for small businesses on paperwork
requirements.

As a former small business owner | have
personally witnessed the tremendous strain
that paperwork places on small business own-
ers.

| have also had the opportunity to speak
with other small business owners on this
issue. Small businesses are the backbone of
our nation’s economy. In my district, in
Fanwood, NJ, Mary Ellen Cagnassola’s small
business provides work for my constituents
who make the popular scented soaps at “Mary
Ellen’'s Sweet Soaps”. Mary Ellen is one of
thousands of small business owners across
the country who employ more than 50 percent
of the country’s workforce and face a 50-per-
cent greater cost than larger businesses in
regulatory paperwork.

Small businesses are responsible for 47
percent of all sales and 51 percent of the pri-
vate gross domestic product.

But small businesses provide more than just
jobs and sales. They offer most initial on-the-
job training. And, even more importantly, they
are more likely to employ younger and older
workers, former welfare recipients and women,
many of whom prefer or are able to work only
on a part-time basis.

In addition to being centers for training,
small businesses are also laboratories of inno-
vation and entrepreneurship. Small businesses
give women and minority’'s a chance to build
on their dreams and enhance the communities
they live in.

A great source of American strength has al-
ways been the dream of economic growth,
equal opportunity and upward mobility. Small
businesses enable millions, especially women,
to access that American dream.

| ask my colleagues to support this bill,
which takes an important first step in trying to
lift the paperwork burden that the federal gov-
ernment imposes every year on America’s
small business owners.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. SCHROCK).

Mr. SCHROCK. Mr. Chairman, Amer-
ica’s small business owners collectively
spend thousands of hours and billions
of dollars each year filling out govern-
ment paperwork. A friend of mine,
Kent Winquist, is a small business
owner in Virginia Beach and Norfolk.
He tells me that every week he must
maintain and update tax forms, Social
Security forms, immigration forms,
health care forms and many other
mandatory Federal forms just to com-
ply with Federal regulations, or face
stiff penalties. Small business owners
like Kent are stuck in back offices fill-
ing out forms and meeting Federal
deadlines instead of training new em-
ployees and expanding their businesses.
Federal regulatory agencies will con-
tinue to hold back small business from
thriving in their communities unless
we take action.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that less gov-
ernment involvement in our lives will
allow us to give more to our commu-
nities, our families and our economy.
It is time for us to give small busi-
nesses back their time so that they
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continue to be the engine that drives
our economy. I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 327, the small business pa-
perwork relief act which will give
small business owners more time to in-
vest in their businesses and share with
their families.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY).

(Mr. TOOMEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
been a small business owner for about
10 years. Like many of us, I am sure, I
know many hundreds of small business
owners across my district, the Lehigh
valley of Pennsylvania. There is no
question that small business is the
critical engine of economic growth and
the critical creator of jobs. It is also, I
would point out, an amazing source of
the charitable contributions in our
communities, of volunteer work that
goes to improve the quality of life in
our communities.

It is a thrill to own a small business
if you are fortunate enough to have a
successful one. There is a great satis-
faction in creating a business from
scratch and employing people and see-
ing that become productive. But it is
also an enormous challenge. There is a
great deal of worry, whether you are
going to make that payroll every Fri-
day, whether you are going to have the
funds to make that bank payment that
is coming due next week, how are you
going to figure out how to innovate
and stay alive in business.

What we in government ought to be
doing is we ought to be finding ways to
reduce the obstacles that we impose on
the small businesspeople of America
who achieve this great success. The
two big things we can do is we can re-
lieve the tax burden, the enormous tax
burden that small business owners con-
tend with every day. We can support
the President’s proposal and in fact ex-
pand on the President’s proposal for
tax relief and do wonders for small
business. The other thing we can do is
reduce the regulatory burden. H.R. 327
clearly does that. This is a very con-
structive step to give small business
owners the time and energy to be able
to spend productively improving their
business, creating more jobs and more
opportunity. That is what we ought to
be doing here.

I urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
327. I congratulate the members of the
committee who have made this pos-
sible.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman,
| rise today in strong support of H.R. 327, the
Small Business Paperwork Relief Act of 2001.

It is estimated that small business owners
spend at least a billion hours each year filling
out government paperwork at a cost of $100
billion. For companies with fewer than 20 em-
ployees, paperwork regulations cost $2,017
per employee per year. For those with 20 to
499 employees, paperwork regulations cost
$1,931 per employee per year. This is simply
unacceptable.
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Although there have been attempts to miti-
gate this burden in the past, they are clearly
not working. In fact, the Office of Management
and Budget's FY 2000 Information Collection
Budget shows that there have been increases
in paperwork in each of the last 5 years. Such
figures reinforce the notion that the Federal
Government is simply a regulatory beast, bet-
ter suited to imposing complex rules and cre-
ating extra work for the American people than
being a source of assistance.

This has to stop. Every effort must be made
to make it as easy as possible for small busi-
nesses to conduct business with, and abide by
the rules of, the Federal Government. H.R.
327 goes a long way toward making this a re-
ality, and | commend Chairman BURTON for his
leadership in bringing this bill before the
House so early in this Congress. H.R. 327
makes it easy for small businesses to find out
their paperwork obligations by requiring that a
comprehensive, annual list be published on
the Internet and in the Federal Register. It
also requires every agency to establish a sin-
gle point of contact to act as a liaison to small
businesses. Finally, it requires every agency
to make special efforts to reduce paperwork
for businesses with fewer than 25 employees,
and establishes a task force to study the feasi-
bility of streamlining reporting requirements for
all small businesses.

Small businesses have a hard enough time
trying to survive in the competitive market-
place. There is no reason not to minimize the
amount of resources that they must divert
from conducting business to complying with
the Federal Government. | urge my colleagues
to fully support this bill.

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 327, the “Small Business Pa-
perwork Relief Act.”

The Office of Management and Budget esti-
mates that small businesses spend 7.2 billion
man hours to fill out federal paperwork.

This means it takes an army of 3.5 million
workers, working 40 hours a week, 52 weeks
a year, to fill out the paperwork the Federal
Government requires. Think now, how many
government employees it takes to read, file,
store, analyze, and answer the same paper.

And according to the Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States, this burden costs
the American public $229 billion per year, and
this does not take into account state and local
requirements.

For the hard-working Americans who own
and operate small businesses we must ease
these regulations.

By doing so, we create an opportunity for
them to become more efficient, drive costs
down, stimulate the economy, and let them
spend more of that 7.2 billion hours of paper-
work with their family and keeping their busi-
ness competitive.

As most of my colleagues know, it costs
money to comply with the regulations the fed-
eral government requires. According to the
Small Business Administration it costs large
firms $3,400 per employee to comply with fed-
eral regulations. However, it costs small busi-
nesses 50 percent more—an amazing $5,100
per employee.

How can we sit here and continue to justify
this burden on our friends and neighbors who
are just trying to fill out mandated paperwork.

Let me just tell you about redundant paper-
work. In Idaho we have a small business,
Land Mark Promotions, who every now and
then ships items overseas.

March 15, 2001

In order to compete internationally they are
required to fill out a shipper export declaration,
a certificate of origin, maintain a harmonized
export number, and have four to five copies of
of the invoice, | think we can do better than
that and abolish the duplication process in
these type of regulations.

In a time where our economy is slowing
down, let us free up small business so they
can work on job training, innovations, and pro-
ductivity.

And if anyone can tell me how 7.2 billion
hours of bureaucratic paperwork is productive,
I have some ocean front property in Idaho.

Mr. Chairman, let us get back to common
sense, streamline the requirements for small
business, get the monkey off the back of small
business owners so they can help this econ-
omy grow, and support the “Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act.”

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
anyone who's ever been to Oregon knows that
the backbone of our local economy are small
businesses and family farms.

Unfortunately, the time and money required

to keep up with government paperwork pre-
vents them from growing and creating new
jobs.
. For example, | recently heard from a local
funeral home owner whose business has been
in his family for three generations—and was
astounded to learn of the increasing mountain
of paperwork that he’s had to deal with over
that time period.

And according to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), this individual isn’t alone—
paperwork counts for one-third of all total fed-
eral regulatory costs (over $230 billion a year).

| think it would be great if we could get
more agencies to work with small businesses
to solve their differences instead of imme-
diately taking an adversarial relationship with
them.

That's why | support the Small Business Pa-
perwork Relief Act, because it gives Oregon’s
entrepreneurs some much-needed relief from
federal redtape.

Specifically, it would put on the Internet a
comprehensive list of all the Federal paper-
work requirements for small businesses orga-
nized by industry, and it would establish a pa-
perwork czar in each agency who is the point
of contact for small businesses on paperwork
requirements.

Finally, it would establish a task force, in-
cluding representatives from the major regu-
latory agencies, to study how to streamline re-
porting requirements for small businesses.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 391.

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of the Small Business Paper-
work Relief Act. Small business is the back-
bone of our Nation’s economy. In fact small
businesses are the largest employer in the
State of Missouri. 96 percent of all businesses
have fewer than 100 employees in Missouri.
For Missourians the success and prosperity of
our State quite literally depends on the suc-
cess and prosperity of our small businesses.
Which is why | am an ardent supporter of the
Small Business Paperwork Relief Act. This act
works to reduce the overwhelming paperwork
requirements imposed on small businesses by
federal agencies.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to give you an
idea of the total requirements that the Federal
Government forces on small businesses: For
firms with fewer than 20 employees, paper-
work regulations cost $2,017 per employee
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per year. This is the single most costly type of
regulation.

| spoke with Jim Oldebeken, a constituent in
my district, and he stated that in order to be
in compliance with OSHA’s paperwork require-
ments, small business owners must know and
understand the entire OSHA code—which
happens to be longer than the Bible—both
New and Old Testament. On average, Small
business owners spend more time reading, fill-
ing out, and filing paperwork than they spend
on protecting their employees and making
their workplace safe. Another constituent of
mine, Bruce Copsey, who owns Hollaway
Telephone Co. in Maitland, MO, estimates that
he spends three times as much time filing out
paperwork today than he did when he opened
his business in 1988.

Mr. Chairman, | believe these small busi-
nessmen share the same concerns as many
of my constituents and small business people
across the country. It is not that they do not
want to comply with government standards;
they just do not want the act of compliance
and the art of filling out paperwork to become
their job. Small businesses are vital to the
economic success of our nation, and they pro-
vide millions of good jobs across this nation.
The Paperwork Relief Act will streamline the
regulatory paperwork process for small busi-
ness owners. As we deliberate in this body
how best to stimulate our economy and insure
that there is an abundance of good jobs avail-
able, there will be few bills that have the po-
tential to have the sort of impact that this leg-
islation will have on the job providers of our
nation. Without regulatory reform and a reduc-
tion in the unnecessary regulations and paper-
work, our small business people and the jobs
that they create will be placed in jeopardy un-
necessarily. This bill recognizes the impor-
tance of our small business community and
the detrimental effect that unnecessary red-
tape and regulations has on our small busi-
nesses. Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
today to join me in supporting our small busi-
nessmen and women across the country by
passing the Small Business Paperwork Relief
Act.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. OSE) for the leadership he has
shown on this bill, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts, who
has been a gentleman in this entire
process, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and num-
bered 1 shall be considered by section
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and each section is consid-
ered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:
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H.R. 327

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness Paperwork Relief Act”’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are
amendments to section 1?

The Clerk will designate section 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. FACILITATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH

FEDERAL PAPERWORK REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO THE DI-
RECTOR OF OMB.—Section 3504(c) of chapter
35 of title 44, United States Code (commonly
referred to as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act”), is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” and
inserting a semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘(6) publish in the Federal Register on an
annual basis—

““(A) a list of the requirements applicable
to small-business concerns (within the mean-
ing of section 3 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 631 et seq.)) with respect to collection
of information by agencies, organized in such
a manner that such small-business concerns
can easily identify requirements with which
they are expected to comply (e.g., organized
by North American Industrial Classification
System code and industrial/sector descrip-
tion (as published by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget)); and

‘(B) the agency that issued each such re-
quirement and the website address for such
agency; and

‘(7)) make available on the Internet the in-
formation described in paragraph (6).”.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF AGENCY POINT OF
CONTACT.—Section 3506 of such chapter 35 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘(i) In addition to the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (c), each agency shall,
with respect to the collection of information
and the control of paperwork, establish one
point of contact in the agency to act as a li-
aison between the agency and small-business
concerns (within the meaning of section 3 of
the Small Business Act (16 U.S.C. 631 et
seq.)).”’.

(c) ADDITIONAL REDUCTION OF PAPERWORK
FOR CERTAIN SMALL BUSINESSES.—Section
3506(c) of such chapter is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘; and”’
and inserting a semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (3)(J), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ¢‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘“(4) in addition to the requirements of this
Act regarding the reduction of paperwork for
small-business concerns (within the meaning
of section 3 of the Small Business Act (156
U.S.C. 631 et seq.)), make efforts to further
reduce the paperwork burden for small-busi-
ness concerns with fewer than 25 employ-
ees.”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE REGARDING PUBLICA-
TION OF REQUIREMENTS.—The Director of the
Office of Management and Budget shall pub-
lish the first list of requirements required
under paragraph (6) of section 3504(c) of title
44, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), and make such list available on
the Internet as required by paragraph (7) of
such section (as added by subsection (a)), not
later than the date that is one year after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there
amendments to section 2?

there any

any

H941

The Clerk will designate section 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE TO

STUDY STREAMLINING OF PAPER-
WORK COLLECTION REQUIREMENTS
AND DISSEMINATION FOR SMALL-
BUSINESS CONCERNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, is further amended by
adding at the end of subchapter I the fol-
lowing new section:

“§ 3521. Establishment of task force on feasi-
bility of streamlining information collec-
tion requirements and dissemination
‘“(a) There is hereby established a task

force (in this section referred to as the ‘task
force’) to study the feasibility of stream-
lining requirements with respect to small-
business concerns regarding collection of in-
formation and strengthening dissemination
of information.

“(b) The members of the task force shall be
appointed by the Director, and shall include
the following:

‘(1) At least two representatives of the De-
partment of Labor, including one representa-
tive of the Bureau of Labor Statistics and
one representative of the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration.

‘“(2) At least one representative of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

‘“(3) At least one representative of the De-
partment of Transportation.

‘“(4) At least one representative of the De-
partment of the Treasury.

‘() At least one representative of the Of-
fice of Advocacy of the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

‘“(6) At least one representative of each of
two agencies other than the Department of
Labor, the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, the Department of Transportation, the
Department of the Treasury, and the Small
Business Administration.

“(T) At least two representatives of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, in-
cluding one representative of the Health
Care Financing Administration.

“‘(c) The task force shall examine the feasi-
bility of requiring each agency to consoli-
date requirements regarding collections of
information with respect to small-business
concerns within and across agencies without
negatively impacting the effectiveness of un-
derlying laws regarding such collections of
information, in order that each small-busi-
ness concern may submit all information re-
quired by an agency—

‘(1) to one point of contact in the agency;

‘(2) in a single format, or using a single
electronic reporting system, with respect to
the agency; and

‘“(3) on the same date.

“(d)(1) Not later than one year after the
date of the enactment of the Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act, the task force shall
submit a report of its findings under sub-
section (¢) to—

‘““(A) the chairmen and ranking minority
members of the Committee on Government
Reform and the Committee on Small Busi-
ness of the House of Representatives, and the
Committee on Governmental Affairs and the
Committee on Small Business of the Senate;
and

‘(B) the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

‘“(2) Not later than two years after the date
of the enactment of such Act, the task force
shall submit to the individuals described in
paragraph (1) a report examining strength-
ening dissemination of information and in-
cluding—

‘““(A) recommendations for implementing
an interactive system for the requirements
in section 3504(c)(6) that would allow small-
business concerns to identify information
collection requirements electronically;
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‘“(B) guidelines for each agency for devel-
oping interactive reporting systems that in-
clude a component that edits the informa-
tion submitted by a small-business concern
for consistency;

“(C) recommendations for electronic dis-
semination of such information; and

‘(D) recommendations, created in con-
sultation with the Chief Information Officers
Council (established pursuant to Executive
Order 13011, issued July 16, 1996), for the co-
ordination of information among the points
of contact described in section 3506(i), so
that those points of contact can provide
small-business concerns with information
collection requirements from other agencies.

‘““(e) As used in this section, the term
‘small-business concern’ has the meaning
given that term under section 3 of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 3520 the following new item:
¢“35621. Establishment of task force on feasi-

bility of streamlining informa-
tion collection requirements
and dissemination.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there
amendments to section 3?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 327) to amend chapter 35 of title
44, United States Code, for the purpose
of facilitating compliance by small
businesses with certain Federal paper-
work requirements and to establish a
task force to examine the feasibility of
streamlining paperwork requirements
applicable to small businesses, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 89, he reported
the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

any

Evi-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]

YEAS—418
Abercrombie DeMint John
Aderholt Deutsch Johnson (CT)
AKkin Diaz-Balart Johnson (IL)
Allen Dicks Johnson, E. B.
Andrews Dingell Johnson, Sam
Armey Doggett Jones (OH)
Baca Dooley Kanjorski
Bachus Doolittle Kaptur
Baird Doyle Kelly
Baker Dreier Kennedy (MN)
Baldacci Duncan Kennedy (RI)
Baldwin Dunn Kerns
Ballenger Edwards Kildee
Barcia Ehlers Kilpatrick
Barr Ehrlich Kind (WI)
Barrett Emerson King (NY)
Bartlett Engel Kingston
Barton English Kirk
Bass Eshoo Kleczka
Becerra Etheridge Knollenberg
Bentsen Everett Kolbe
Bereuter Farr Kucinich
Berkley Fattah LaFalce
Berman Ferguson LaHood
Berry Filner Lampson
Biggert Flake Langevin
Bilirakis Fletcher Lantos
Bishop Foley Larsen (WA)
Blagojevich Ford Larson (CT)
Blumenauer Fossella Latham
Blunt Frank LaTourette
Boehlert Frelinghuysen Leach
Boehner Frost Lee
Bonilla Gallegly Levin
Bonior Gekas Lewis (CA)
Bono Gibbons Lewis (GA)
Borski Gilchrest Lewis (KY)
Boswell Gillmor Linder
Boucher Gilman Lipinski
Brady (PA) Gonzalez LoBiondo
Brady (TX) Goode Lofgren
Brown (FL) Goodlatte Lowey
Brown (OH) Gordon Lucas (KY)
Brown (SC) Goss Lucas (OK)
Bryant Graham Luther
Burr Granger Maloney (CT)
Burton Graves Maloney (NY)
Buyer Green (TX) Manzullo
Callahan Green (WI) Markey
Calvert Greenwood Mascara
Camp Grucci Matheson
Cantor Gutierrez Matsui
Capito Gutknecht McCarthy (MO)
Capps Hall (OH) McCarthy (NY)
Capuano Hall (TX) McCollum
Cardin Hansen McCrery
Carson (IN) Harman McDermott
Carson (OK) Hart McGovern
Castle Hastings (FL) McHugh
Chabot Hastings (WA) MeclInnis
Chambliss Hayes MclIntyre
Clay Hayworth McKeon
Clayton Hefley McKinney
Clement Herger McNulty
Clyburn Hill Meehan
Coble Hilliard Meek (FL)
Collins Hinchey Meeks (NY)
Combest Hinojosa Menendez
Condit Hobson Mica
Conyers Hoeffel Millender-
Cooksey Holden McDonald
Costello Holt Miller (FL)
Cox Honda Miller, Gary
Coyne Hooley Miller, George
Cramer Horn Mink
Crane Hostettler Mollohan
Crenshaw Houghton Moore
Crowley Hoyer Moran (KS)
Cubin Hulshof Moran (VA)
Culberson Hunter Morella
Cummings Hutchinson Murtha
Cunningham Hyde Myrick
Davis (CA) Inslee Nadler
Davis (FL) Isakson Napolitano
Davis (IL) Israel Neal
Davis, Jo Ann Issa Nethercutt
Deal Istook Ney
DeFazio Jackson (IL) Northup
DeGette Jackson-Lee Norwood
Delahunt (TX) Nussle
DeLauro Jefferson Oberstar
DeLay Jenkins Obey
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Olver Royce Tancredo
Ortiz Rush Tanner
Osborne Ryan (WI) Tauscher
Ose Ryun (KS) Tauzin
Otter Sabo Taylor (MS)
Owens Sanchez Taylor (NC)
Oxley Sanders Terry
Pallone Sandlin Thomas
Pascrell Sawyer Thompson (CA)
Pastor Saxton Thompson (MS)
Paul Scarborough Thornberry
Payne Schakowsky Thune
Pelosi Schiff Thurman
Pence Schrock Tiahrt
Peterson (MN) Scott Tiberi
Peterson (PA) Sensenbrenner Tierney
Petri Serrano Toomey
Phelps Sessions Towns
Pickering Shadegg Traficant
Pitts Shaw Turner
Platts Shays Udall (CO)
Pombo Sherman Udall (NM)
Pomeroy Sherwood Upton
Portman Shimkus Velazquez
Price (NC) Shows Visclosky
Pryce (OH) Simmons Vitter
Putnam Simpson Walden
Quinn Sisisky Walsh
Radanovich Skeen Wamp
Rahall Skelton Waters
Ramstad Slaughter Watkins
Rangel Smith (MI) Watt (NC)
Regula Smith (NJ) Watts (OK)
Rehberg Smith (TX) Waxman
Reyes Smith (WA) Weiner
Reynolds Snyder Weldon (FL)
Riley Solis Weldon (PA)
Rivers Souder Weller
Rodriguez Spence Wexler
Roemer Spratt Whitfield
Rogers (KY) Stark Wicker
Rogers (MI) Stearns Wilson
Rohrabacher Stenholm Wolf
Ros-Lehtinen Strickland Woolsey
Ross Stump Wu
Rothman Stupak Wynn
Roukema Sununu Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Sweeney Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14
Ackerman Ganske Keller
Boyd Gephardt Largent
Cannon Hilleary Moakley
Davis, Tom Hoekstra Schaffer
Evans Jones (NC)
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
inquire about next week’s schedule.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the distin-
guished majority leader, for the pur-
poses of apprising us of the schedule for
next week.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I did not get the gen-
tleman from Maryland’s comment. I
missed it.

Mr. HOYER. I said I would yield to
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the majority lead-
er, for the purposes of informing Mem-
bers about the schedule.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding. I thought I
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had heard the gentleman say ‘‘distin-
guished.” I just wanted to hear him say
it again. I thank the gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that the House has completed
its legislative business for the week.

The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Tuesday, March 20, at
12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2
o’clock p.m. for legislative business.

The House will consider a number of
measures under suspension of the rules,
a list of which will be distributed to
Members’ offices tomorrow.

On Tuesday, no recorded votes are
expected before 6 o’clock p.m.

On Wednesday, March 21, and Thurs-
day, March 22, the House will meet at
10 o’clock a.m. for legislative business.

The House will consider the following
measures:

H.R. 802, the Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor Act;

H.R. 247, the Tornado Shelters Act.

Mr. Speaker, we are working with
several committees at this time that
may have further business ready for
consideration on the floor next week.
My office will advise the Democratic
leadership and the House as soon as
further floor business is ready to be an-
nounced this afternoon and tomorrow.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for that information.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas, the majority leader, indicates
that there are some possibilities of dis-
cussions with some of the committees
resulting in bills being reported to the
floor.

Would the gentleman be able to in-
form us as to what those possibilities
are, realizing they may or may not
come to the floor? Do we know what
the possible bills that might come to
the floor would be?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman for his inquiry.

I am working with a lot of commit-
tees. Quite frankly, at this point, I can-
not tell the gentleman what they
might be. I do not see anything that
would be controversial in the mix of
things that might be available, but we
certainly will advise the Members and
the leadership as soon as we can find
something, whatever it is.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman,
particularly for his observation that if
something came that we did not hear
about today, the probability is it would
not be controversial.

Mr. ARMEY. I would expect nothing
controversial.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, when does
the leader expect the next tax bill to
come to the floor? Do we have any in-
formation on that?

Mr. ARMEY. Again, I want to thank
the gentleman for his inquiry.

I just spoke with the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means. He is
working out a few details for an an-
nouncement he expects to make this
afternoon. It will be a very public an-
nouncement.

I believe it will serve the interests of
the body best for us to wait for the
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chairman to make that announcement,
rather than for me to speculate at this
time.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for that response.

Would I be correct, however, in con-
cluding from the gentleman’s remarks
that there would not be anything con-
troversial coming to the floor next
week?

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I would expect noth-
ing from the Committee on Ways and
Means, certainly not a major tax bill.
Perhaps they may have something that
would be noncontroversial. That basic
characterization of noncontroversial I
would apply to anything that we
should expect on the floor next week.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the leader for
his information.

————

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 19, 2001

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 20, 2001

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, March 19,
2001, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, March 20, for morning hour
debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 1-minute speech
requests.

————

CONGRATULATIONS TO GEORGE
BATCHELOR, FOUNDER OF THE
BATCHELOR CHILDREN’S CENTER

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to congratulate my con-
stituent, George Batchelor, for his
wonderful philanthropy and generosity
in founding the Batchelor Children’s
Center, a state-of-the-art facility hous-
ing the University of Miami’s bench
and clinical research programs in
childhood diseases.

As one of only a handful of children’s
research centers in the Nation, the
Batchelor Children’s Center will enable
an unprecedented collaboration among
scientists. Scheduled to open in May,
2001, it will attract the best scientific
minds and provide an atmosphere con-
ducive to finding cures and treatments
for cystic fibrosis, for cancer, leu-
kemia, and other diseases plaguing
children.

George Batchelor’s son, Falcon, was
diagnosed with cystic fibrosis at the
age of 14. Specialists projected that
Falcon would only live to age 17; but
George, refusing to accept that, began
bringing his son to the University of
Miami’s cystic fibrosis center. Falcon
lived to be 35, and George said that the
20 quality years he spent with Falcon
after his first visit to UM was a gift
that he will never be able to repay.

Today I pay tribute to George for re-
turning the gift of health for his son
with the gift of hope for parents and
their suffering children.

———

URGING MEMBERS TO SIGN PETI-
TION TO REUNIFY KOREAN-
AMERICANS WITH FAMILIES IN
NORTH KOREA

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Stan-
field has not seen her brother for 50
years. She is a symbol of the 500,000
Korean-Americans separated from
their families in North Korea.

While substantial progress has been
made to reunite South-Korean families
with their known relatives, nothing
has been done for Korean-Americans
living in this country. Her cause is our
cause, and we have now formed the Ko-
rean-American Coalition of the Mid-
west.

I issue a call to sign our petition to
put the reunification of 500,000 fami-
lies, Korean-American families, with
their known relatives on the TU.S.
DPRK agenda. Together we can make
this humanitarian cause our cause.

I salute our Secretary of State, Colin
Powell, and his commitment this
morning to review this issue.

————

SUPPORTING THE SMALL BUSI-
NESS PAPERWORK RELIEF ACT

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I often joke that the only
thing I hate worse than taxes is bur-
densome regulations. But our small
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businesses spend at least 1 billion
hours a year filling out government
forms. As a businessman myself, I un-
derstand the impact that this has on
business. Every hour that is really
spent on filling out this needless paper-
work is an hour that our small business
owners could use to grow their busi-
ness.

In a rural district such as mine, al-
most all of our businesses are small,
and this has a very profound effect.
Small businesses need to thrive in
order for our communities to prosper
in rural America.

The Small Business Paperwork Relief
Act that we just passed I hope is the
beginning of a new era to be friendly to
small business. When we support rural
small business we support rural hos-
pitals, we support rural schools, and we
support the rural infrastructure that is
necessary for our communities to pros-
per.

That is why this KENNEDY was very
happy to vote for the Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act.

———
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TAX RELIEF IS A HOME RUN FOR
AMERICAN FAMILIES

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, Will
Rogers once said ‘‘baseball is a skilled
game. It’s America’s game, it, and high
taxes.”

Well, it seems that Will Rogers was
right.

Currently, Americans are taxed at
the highest levels since World War II.

During a time of projected record
surpluses, there is absolutely no rea-
son, no justification for these high
taxes.

American families deserve a tax
break, and according to recent polls,
nearly two out of three Americans
want, need and deserve a tax break, but
the critics of the tax plan want to keep
taking more and more money from
hard-working Americans just to pay
for their growing, yet inefficient, bu-
reaucracy.

Mr. Speaker, spring is just around
the spring, marking the beginning of
the baseball season and, unfortunately,
the tax season as well.

Let us hit a home run for Americans.
Let us pass meaning tax relief and help
them pay the mortgage, buy a com-
puter, or simply go to school.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the criti-
cisms of the tax relief which only serve
to strike out for America’s families
trying to realize the American dream.

—————
WE NEED TAX RELIEF

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I had the honor of being visited by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the Savannah Christian Middle School,
and in the back row of this large crowd
of students, there was a young woman
named Amy. Amy made about $20 a day
working for her father, but, of course,
she only took home about $16. Mr.
Speaker, $4 going for taxes.

Amy and the other students under-
stood that we in government need
taxes to pay for roads and bridges and
military and education and all those
things. She did not regret that. She did
not begrudge that a bit; but I said to
her, Amy, if you knew we could do all
that, plus debt reduction for $3.50, what
would you want done with the remain-
ing 50 cents? Would you want me to
keep it and expand government and
take away more rights and privileges
from you, or would you like to keep
that 50 cents? She said, with all the
other students, give it back to me. It is
my money.

What a pity that our Washington bu-
reaucracy does not understand this
principle. If Amy has that money, what
she is going to do is buy more CDs,
more hamburgers, more clothes. It
adds up.

When she does that, small businesses
expand, they create jobs and opportuni-
ties for people. More people work. More
people are paying taxes, and it is a win-
win.

Mr. Speaker, we need tax relief. It
will get the economy moving.

——
FLAG PROTECTION AMENDMENT

(Mr. GRUCCI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today as an original cosponsor of the
Flag Protection Amendment which was
introduced earlier this week with the
support of 109 of my fellow members.

The Flag amendment embodies the
hopes and sacrifices and freedoms of
this great Nation. The American flag is
more than just a symbol. It is the fab-
ric that binds our Nation, its citizens,
and those brave individuals who have
sacrificed to preserve our unity and
independence.

Mr. Speaker, I remember June 29 of
last year, when I was joined by more
than 75 Long Island veterans and high
school students as we called upon our
Federal officials to pass a similar
measure.

The meaning of the American flag
could be easily seen in the eyes of these
veterans. It is easy to be seen in the
eyes of our children who every day
look upon the flag as they recite their
Pledge of Allegiance as the start of
each school day begins.

There is not a place setting or an
event where the American flag is flown
where its true meaning is not under-
stood.

To those in need, when they see the
Stars and Stripes, they know America
has arrived to help.

To our neighbors around the world,
the flag means an ally is not far away.
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Mr. Speaker, I call upon my col-
leagues to once again in overwhelming
numbers support the flag protection
amendment in the 107th Congress.

——
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

————

H.R. 918, THE CLEAN DIAMONDS
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak for 5
minutes with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), my friend.

Mr. Speaker, a month ago a coalition
of 75 respected human rights organiza-
tions launched a campaign aimed at
eliminating the root cause of the wars
in Sierra Leone, Guinea, Angola and
the Congo, the trade in conflict dia-
monds, what we call blood diamonds.

They took action because the dia-
mond industry reneged on its solemn
promise that it would do its best to
help end this problem. These dedicated
advocates have reached out to tens of
thousands of people with a simple mes-
sage, do something.

I am here today to echo the call, and
I am pleased to be joined by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE), and other dedicated colleagues,
certainly the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia (Ms. MCKINNEY).

I appreciate their commitment to Af-
rica and the support of more than 90
Members in this House that have given
their sponsorship to this effort by co-
sponsoring the Clean Diamonds Act,
H.R. 918.

As our colleagues know, for more
than a year, we have been looking for
a way to do something about the inno-
cent African civilians who are being vi-
ciously attacked, simply because they
live on diamond-rich land in these
countries.

In Sierra Leone, for example, thou-
sands were senselessly punished for
voting by having their hand that cast a
ballot in the country’s first democratic
election chopped off by a machete, and
countless victims met similar fates as
rebels played cruel games with their
victims, like betting on the gender of
an unborn child and then cutting the
struggling mother open to learn who
won the bet.

While Sierra Leone’s situation has
claimed the most headlines, the suf-
fering is equally bad in Angola, the
Congo, and now Guinea.

I hope you and our colleagues will
take a moment to hear what these
dedicated people have to say. I com-
mend them for bringing this to the
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American people’s attention. I also
want to specifically point out what
they are not saying. There have been
some pretty wild claims made by some
African politicians and the army of
lobbyists and PR firms that they have
hired.

They warn that a boycott of dia-
monds could hurt some countries that
depend on the legitimate trade, and
they are right. But no one is calling for
a boycott of diamonds, Mr. Speaker. 1
am not. My colleagues are not. Cer-
tainly, the ones who support the Clean
Diamonds Act are not. Human rights
activists are not.

With that said, any feeling human
being knows that if this butchery con-
tinues, American consumers, who are
the primary source of rebels’ funds,
will recoil in horror. I do not know
what they might do; at a minimum,
they probably will think twice before
they buy a diamond.

That is the reality that the diamond
industry, African countries and U.S.
diplomats need to grapple with. They
had a good start last summer, but that
effort has evolved in meetings about
when the next meetings might be and
about what report on the situation
they might write up before this year
ends.

That is simply not enough, Mr.
Speaker. That approach does nothing
to help the 70 million people of these
embattled nations. It does nothing to
help, for example, this young lady here
and people like her who have lost their
hands and so many people that the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and I
have seen who have lost their ears and
nose and feet, because of the horror of
what we call blood diamonds. In this
instance and in thousands of others,
diamonds certainly are not a girl’s best
friend.

The legitimate diamond industry has
been complicit in funding these atroc-
ities for years and years.

Without its eagerness to launder
rebel diamonds in violation not only of
human decency but of U.N. sanctions
and long-standing international trade
law, the rebels in Sierra Leone could
not have transformed themselves from
a gang of 400 into a well-equipped force
of 20,000.

Without the help of otherwise honor-
able diamond dealers, the rebels in An-
gola would not have earned nearly $4
billion in recent years, money which
has gone into buying land mines and
attacking anyone who gets in the way
of the diamond mining.

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of ter-
rible things that are going on in Africa
and in desperately poor places. Usu-
ally, it is hard for us to figure out what
we can do. The problems are usually so
awesome and bedeviling and so enor-
mous that we kind of throw up our
hands. But this is not one of those
cases.

There is something we can do sitting
at home in America about diamond
wars, because we buy two-thirds of all
the diamonds in the world, and as this
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industry’s biggest consumer, Ameri-
cans have enormous clout.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues
and others who are listening to go to
their local jewellers and tell them to
do something to bring an end to these
diamond wars and peace to Africa and
do it without any further delay.

———

H.R. 918, THE CLEAN DIAMONDS
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WOLF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
this is a young girl whose arm was cut
off that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HALL) and I saw while we were in Si-
erra Leone.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL)
is exactly right, and I want to con-
gratulate him for that. I also want to
send a message to the lobbyists who
have been hired by some of the power-
ful firms in this city and in this coun-
try, when you lobby for the diamond
industry against the bill of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), you are,
in essence, validating the cutting off of
the arm of this young child.

Having practiced law in this town for
a number of years, I will tell my col-
leagues the law firms that are being
hired will some day be held account-
able for what they are doing, because
they have within them the ability to
bring about the passage of Mr. HALL’S
legislation and keep the diamonds and
the war and the killing to stop, not
only in Sierra Leone, but in Angola
and in the Congo.

I rise today with the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL), my colleague and
good friend, to speak in support of this
bill to address the trade in blood dia-
monds.

Millions have died in Africa because
of the blood shed with regard to dia-
monds. Rebel groups, as the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL) said, in Sierra
Leone, Angola, the Congo, where I just
visited have committed horrible atroc-
ities to gain control in and to profit
from diamonds and the diamond mines,
with regard to drugs, with regard to
weapons and diamonds.

Last year, traveling with the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), we went
to Sierra Leone and saw the devasta-
tion. This is an individual whose pic-
ture a staff member from the office of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL)
took while there and other men and
women who have their arms off. Some
talked about their ears were off.

Others were asked do you want to
short sleeve or a long sleeve. If they
said a short sleeve, their arm was cut
off here; a long sleeve, it was cut off
there.

In Sierra Leone, an estimated 75,000
have died because of the rebel cam-
paign. Diamonds are fueling this issue
in the Congo and Sierra Leone and in
Angola.
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In the Congo where I visited, the
same effect is taking place. These dia-
mond wars are notorious for the atroc-
ities and aggressors committed against
innocent victims. In all three coun-
tries, the civilian population has been
the victims of the war crimes.

So I want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), and I see the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE), the chairman, who was there
who has done such a great job on this
issue, who have led the way on how the
Congress in this country and hopefully
this administration treats Charles Tay-
lor who is, in essence, a war criminal in
Liberia who is funding the efforts.

I will just say that passage of this
bill will stop the killing, stop the
maiming.

If you are a lawyer downtown and the
diamond industry comes to you and
asks you to represent them to oppose
the bill of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL), think about it. Because, in
essence, you are representing the peo-
ple, the people that have been respon-
sible for this.

The bill of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL) is a responsible bill. It is a
balanced bill. I think he is exactly
right. We do not want to see a boycott
against the diamond industry. We do
not want to hurt the jewelers in this
country. We do not want to hurt the le-
gitimate diamond merchants in the
world and some of the good places in
Africa that are doing it.

So by the passage of the bill of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), we
can resolve this issue and stop the kill-
ing of people and the cutting off of
arms.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——
CONFLICT DIAMONDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL) for focusing our
attention on this very important issue.
They have been tireless in their efforts
to raise awareness of conflict dia-
monds.

Over the last year, increasing atten-
tion has been given to the issue of con-
flict diamonds in Africa. The gross mis-
use of these resources in countries like
Sierra Leone and Angola raise the
stakes in Africa’s all too many wars,
making these conflicts more deadly by
funding otherwise unaffordable weap-
ons that are purchased overseas.
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Yesterday, the Subcommittee on Af-
rica, which I chair, held a hearing on
the situation in West Africa, with par-
ticular emphasis on the destabilizing
role of President Charles Taylor of Li-
beria and what has happened with con-
flict diamonds there.

The West African country of Liberia,
I have to report, is in terrible shape.
Over the past 4 years, President
Charles Taylor has waged a continuous
assault on the democratic dreams of
the Liberian people. He rules by decree.
He suppresses the press, including
USAID-supported STAR radio, which
he forced off the air. He sanctions, if
not directs, the murder of political op-
ponents.

As the subcommittee has profiled
over the last several years, Charles
Taylor is a menace to West Africa. One
of our witnesses yesterday stated that,
‘““Charles Taylor’s role has been to mas-
termind carnage in Sierra Leone for
the sole purpose of controlling its dia-
mond mines from which he derives in-
come to enrich himself and to buy
arms and ammunition to continue his
control over Liberia and ultimately
over the entire West African sub-re-
gion.”

Now, Charles Taylor’s accessories to
this in Sierra Leone are a group that
we call the Revolutionary United
Front. Sometimes they are referred to
as the RUF. A Panel of Experts report
issued last December found unequivo-
cal and overwhelming evidence that Li-
beria has been actively supporting the
Revolutionary United Front at all lev-
els in providing training, in providing
weapons and related material,
logistical support, a staging ground for
tanks that they make and then a safe
haven to retreat and to recoup, and has
been aiding them in public relations
activities.

President Charles Taylor, the report
goes on, is actively involved in fueling
the violence in Sierra Leone. Under-
scoring his tight ties with the Revolu-
tionary United Front, this report found
that Taylor even uses personnel from
the Front for his own personal security
detail. This is the same Revolutionary
United Front whose signature is forced
amputations of men and women and
children. I highly commend this report.
It well documents the frightening syn-
dicate of international crime and dia-
mond smuggling that Taylor now
stands at the center of to anyone con-
cerned about West Africa’s fate.

Acting on this report, the UN Secu-
rity Council last week acted to impose
diamond export and other sanctions on
Charles Taylor. Sanctioning Charles
Taylor was the right thing to do, but it
was a mistake to give him 2 months to
comply with UN demands that he stop
aiding the Revolutionary United Front
before the sanctions bite.

This man has a record. For him,
peace agreements are tactical delays
designed to 1lull opponents before he
strikes again. This was the case with
the Lome Accord to Sierra Leone. Tay-
lor has worked a cease-fire between the
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Revolutionary United Front and the
UN peacekeeping operation in Sierra
Leone. Why did he do that? So he could
free up the Revolutionary United Front
to attack Guinea, which is now under
way.

So now Taylor is making a bid to
stave off the diamond sanctions and
the travel sanctions, but it is a feint.
Instead of waiting 2 months, the Secu-
rity Council should have imposed these
sanctions now.

West African states, frankly, in this
region that are being impacted by the
terror that is emanating from his
training camps are weak, and these
states are getting weaker. If we do not
act with vigor now, the region neigh-
boring Liberia will become an irrevers-
ible humanitarian and environmental
nightmare. In a few years, our ability
to do anything constructive may well
be gone. We need to bring a sense of ur-
gency to our West Africa policy. We are
not serious about Africa if we are not
serious about this crisis of what is
going on here.

So let me just say that Charles Tay-
lor’s time is up. For the sake of tens of
millions of West Africans, it is time to

act forcefully against President
Charles Taylor.
——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. LEE addressed the House. Her
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) is recognized for 56 minutes.

(Mr. TOOMEY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.

———

UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH
IRELAND IMPORTANT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are de-
lighted President Bush has arrived in
the Capitol complex, and he is here to
celebrate Speaker HASTERT’S Saint
Patrick’s Day luncheon here in our
wonderful Nation’s Capitol.

I want to take a moment, obviously,
to celebrate this important day that is
arriving in just 2 short days and to
commend President Clinton for his
work in Ireland, particularly to try and
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bring together peace in that region.
Ireland is a beautiful country, and any-
one who has visited there recognizes its
emerald beauty, its hospitality, its
friendliness and its importance to the
United States.

But for too many years there has
been strife, ethnic division, division
created by religious beliefs that has
gone on for far too long. President
Clinton did his best to bring about a
cease-fire, working with all parties to
make a practical approach to peace,
but the one thing that seems apparent
to me more than anything else is our
continued interest in economic ties
with Ireland.

Wherever I have traveled and who-
ever I have met in the world’s theater,
one thing seems to be clear in their
presentations to members of our con-
gressional delegations; that if we bring
jobs and opportunity, America’s eco-
nomic might and stick-to-it-iveness,
what emerges from strife and fighting
and decay and despair, what emerges
from those difficult situations, are
hope and opportunity, progress and
peace.

When we recently went to the Middle
East, King Abdullah, II, who is now the
ruling leader of Jordan, rather than
ask for military hardware and military
might or more American funding, spe-
cifically asked could we introduce
them to companies like Oracle and
Microsoft and companies that may
bring jobs and opportunity to Amman
and places in Jordan. Because he gets
it. He readily acknowledges that with
work and opportunity and with income
comes peace. People lay down their
weapons in order to find jobs and pros-
per for themselves and their family.

In Northern Ireland, we have that
same opportunity; and, yes, we have
that same obligation. The President
has announced his choice for Ambas-
sador of the United States to Ireland. I
hope the Senate speedily confirms this
appointment. It is important that we
put someone in place to grapple with
the difficult and tenuous issues we face
in this region. But it is heartening and
encouraging to see the progress that
has been made under the past adminis-
tration and the hopefulness of the fu-
ture. Combining our resources, com-
bining our strength, combining our
character and our ability to persuade is
our mission now.

So as we toast a cheer to Ireland and
we celebrate a holiday in our Catholic
faith, Saint Patrick’s Day, and our re-
membrance of Ireland and the many
immigrants that came to this country
based on the potato famine or for other
reasons, we are really encouraged
today as we see many of Irish descent
returning to their roots and their
homeland because there is jobs, oppor-
tunity and strength.

Finally, if we could figure out the
peace part of that equation and bring
stability to the region, peace to our
people and happiness for all, we will
truly not only extend the blessings of
our country but hopefully solve some
of the world’s problems.
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SUPPORT THE NATIONAL SEA
GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM AU-
THORIZATION ENHANCEMENT
ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to introduce the National
Sea Grant College Program Authoriza-
tion Enhancement Act of 2001.

In 1998, Congress passed and the
President signed Public Law 105-160, an
act to reauthorize the National Sea
Grant College Program. In authorizing
the National Sea Grant College Pro-
gram, Congress stressed the impor-
tance of the coastal ocean, its margins,
the Great Lakes and the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone to the national interest
and economic and social well-being of
our Nation.

Congress also recognized the Na-
tional Sea Grants’ university-based
network offers the most cost-effective
way to promote understanding, assess-
ment, development, utilization and
conservation of our Nation’s coastal re-
gions.

But given the geographic scope and
complexity of coastal regions, the Sea
Grant faces a variety of unmet needs
and challenges. These challenges in-
clude increased coastal growth and de-
velopment and economic and environ-
mental concerns.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. has 95,000 miles
of coastline and more than 3.4 million
square miles of ocean within its U.S.
territorial sea. Since 1960, the square
mileage of coastal urban lands has in-
creased by over 130 percent. Today, ap-
proximately 54 percent of the Nation’s
population, our Nation’s population,
lives along the coast; and U.S. coastal
population is expected to increase by 25
million people between 1996 and 2015.

There are more than 14,000 new hous-
ing starts every week in coastal areas,
and approximately 1,300 acres of coast-
al lands are developed into urban lands
every day. But our Nation’s investment
in coastal science continues to lag be-
hind coastal population growth and de-
velopment.

More than 180 million people visit the
Nation’s coasts annually, affecting the
coastal infrastructure and resources. In
1993, 43 percent of the Nation’s fisheries
were listed as overfished. The Nation’s
6,500 square miles of coral reefs, the
rainforests of the sea, face new threats
every day, with many already severely
damaged or succumbing to environ-
mental conditions and disease.

Runoff is adding nutrients and toxic
chemicals to coastal waters, resulting
in fish kills, loss of habitat and harm-
ful health conditions. Expanded inter-
national trade and travel are causing
unprecedented invasions of non-native
plants and animals into U.S. coastal
waters.

Mr. Speaker, Sea Grant’s ability to
address these problems have been sig-
nificantly limited by financial re-
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sources. For example, although 54 per-
cent of U.S. population lives on the
coast, current funding for Sea Grant is
only about 3 percent of the equivalent
Federal funding from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture for university-
based Land Grant/Cooperative Exten-
sion Service Programs. In other words,
Mr. Speaker, Land Grant Institutions
collectively receive a direct appropria-
tion of more than $550 million per year
and an additional $350 million in Fed-
eral grant funding. I have no problems
with that, Mr. Speaker. But, in com-
parison, the National Sea Grant Col-
lege Program receives barely $58 mil-
lion per year.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it bears re-
peating. More than 54 percent of our
Nation’s population lives along the
coast, but we only devote pennies to
marine research. Sea Grant funds on an
average less than $2 million per State
program. Many geographic regions are
not represented, including the Western
Pacific, which alone has a huge Eco-
nomic Exclusive Zone. Some States
like Mississippi and Alabama share
funding, while other eligible States
like Pennsylvania and Vermont have
no institutional Sea Grant programs.

On average, there are fewer than
seven extension agents per coastal
State; and, in many cases, there is only
one extension agent serving a major
urban area. In Los Angeles, for exam-
ple, there is only one extension agent
serving 14 million people. In New York
City, there is only one serving 12 mil-
lion people.

Mr. Speaker, clearly Sea Grant’s po-
tential is limited with respect to its
potential. The National Sea Grant Col-
lege Program is a coastal science man-
agement and service program that en-
gages the Nation’s top universities
through a network of 30 Sea Grant pro-
grams and some 200 affiliated institu-
tions located in coastal and Great Lake
States and territories.

Sea Grant conducts mission-critical
research and development and utilizes
a highly effective network of extension
and communications professionals to
transfer research results to users.

Sea Grant has been actively expand-
ing its capabilities in areas of national
interest, including health and medi-
cine. In fact, Sea Grant is looking to
the sea to find new pharmaceuticals
and medicines and maybe even a cure
for cancer.

Sea Grant is also on the cutting edge
of marine science and marine aqua-
culture research. The U.S. imports over
$9 billion worth of sea food and shell-
fish a year.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support this legislation, a very con-
servative one.

———

WOMEN IN CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, 11 years
ago, the 101st Congress marked the bi-
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centenary of this institution by com-
piling and printing a volume entitled
Women in Congress, 1917 to 1990, a com-
pendium of photographs and brief biog-
raphies of the 129 women who had
served in the House and Senate as of
that time.

The senior congresswoman in the
House then, Congresswoman Lindy
Boggs of Louisiana, who was later ap-
pointed as the United States of Amer-
ica’s first woman ambassador to the
Vatican, took responsibility for the
printing of that document.
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Since then, another 79 women have
served. Thus, a new addition of
“Women in Congress’’ would gather in
one updated volume useful information
for teachers, students and others about
the 208 women who have served to date
through all of America’s history, in-
cluding the 61 who now serve here in
the House and the 13 serving in the
other body. Currently we have 74
women serving in both the House and
Senate, and 461 men.

Mr. Speaker, as we enter the 2lst
century, the time has come to update
and reprint ‘“Women in Congress.”
With it America marks the progress
and substantial contribution that
women are making in this most demo-
cratic legislative body on Earth.

I am confident that a revised volume
will quickly become, like the previous
edition, a tremendous historical re-
source and serve to inspire readers
across America to seek careers in pub-
lic service. I hope my colleagues in the
House support this resolution. It is im-
portant especially that we do this and
introduce this resolution during Wom-
en’s History Month; and thus the con-
current resolution that I have intro-
duced would provide for the reprinting
of that revised edition of the House
document.

It is a particular privilege to an-
nounce this resolution in that it is co-
sponsored by every single woman serv-
ing in the House, as well as every sin-
gle Member of the Committee on House
Administration. I thank each and
every one of them for their support and
especially the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), who has been a force
inside this institution for an equal
voice for women.

During the first 128 years of Amer-
ica’s history, no woman served in ei-
ther House of the Congress. That is
nearly a century and a quarter. Fi-
nally, in the early years of the 20th
century, decades of struggle for wom-
en’s political and social equality began
to bear fruit. In 1917, Jeanette Rankin
of Montana became the first woman to
serve in this House of Representatives;
and then 5 years later, Rebecca Felton
of Georgia became the first women
Senator. So our history, the written
word and the spoken word, of women in
political environments is still very,
very fresh.

Since Representative Rankin and
Senator Felton broke the congressional
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gender barrier, dozens of women have
followed in their footsteps.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues to sponsor the resolution that I
have dropped today to reprint and up-
date the edition of ‘“Women in Con-
gress, 1917-1990,” to make it current for
this new 21st century when all opportu-
nities are available to young women
across our country; and, indeed, Amer-
ica is an ideal for so much of the world
to follow.

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. EVANS (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of attend-
ing the funeral of a staff member’s
spouse.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. HALL of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KINGSTON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ROYCE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TOOMEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 20 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
19, 2001, at 2 p.m.

——————

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED
INFORMATION

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for
access to classified information:

Neil Abercrombie, Anibal Acevedo-Vila,
Gary L. Ackerman, Robert B. Aderholt, W.
Todd Akin, Thomas H. Allen, Robert E. An-
drews, Richard K. Armey, Joe Baca, Spencer
Bachus, Brian Baird, Richard H. Baker, John
Elias E. Baldacci, Tammy Baldwin, Cass
Ballenger, James A. Barcia, Bob Barr, Ros-
coe G. Bartlett, Joe Barton, Charles F. Bass,
Ken Bentsen, Doug Bereuter, Shelley Berk-
ley, Howard L. Berman, Marion Berry, Judy
Biggert, Michael Bilirakis, Rod R.
Blagojevich, Earl Blumenauer, Roy Blunt,
Sherwood L. Boehlert, John A. Boehner,
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Henry Bonilla, David E. Bonior, Mary Bono,
Robert A. Borski, Leonard L. Boswell, Rick
Boucher, Allen Boyd, Kevin Brady, Robert A.
Brady, Corrine Brown, Sherrod Brown, Henry
E. Brown, Jr., Ed Bryant, Richard Burr, Dan
Burton, Steve Buyer, Sonny Callahan, Ken
Calvert, Dave Camp, Chris Cannon, Eric Can-
tor, Shelley Moore Capito, Lois Capps, Mi-
chael E. Capuano, Benjamin L. Cardin, Brad
Carson, Julia Carson, Michael N. Castle,
Steve Chabot, Saxby Chambliss, Wm. Lacy
Clay, Eva M. Clayton, Bob Clement, Howard
Coble, Mac Collins, Larry Combest, Gary A.
Condit, John Cooksey, Jerry F. Costello,
Christopher Cox, William J. Coyne, Philip M.
Crane, Ander Crenshaw, Joseph Crowley,
Barbara Cubin, John Abney Culberson, Eli-
jah BE. Cummings, Randy “Duke”’
Cunningham, Danny K. Davis, Jim Davis, Jo
Ann Davis, Susan A. Davis, Thomas M.
Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter A. DeFazio, Diana
DeGette, William D. Delahunt, Rosa L.
DeLauro, Tom DeLay, Jim DeMint, Peter
Deutsch, Lincoln Diaz-Balart, Norman D.
Dicks, John D. Dingell, Lloyd Doggett, Cal-
vin M. Dooley, John T. Doolittle, Michael F.
Doyle, David Dreier, John J. Duncan, Jr.,
Jennifer Dunn, Chet Edwards, Vernon J.
Ehlers, Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr., Jo Ann Emer-
son, Eliot L. Engel, Phil English, Anna G.
Eshoo, Bob Etheridge, Lane Evans, Terry
Everett, Eni F.H. Faleomavaega, Sam Farr,
Chaka Fattah, Mike Ferguson, Bob Filner,
Jeff Flake, Ernie Fletcher, Mark Foley, Har-
old E. Ford, Jr., Vito Fossella, Barney
Frank, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, Martin
Frost, Elton Gallegly, Greg Ganske, George
W. Gekas, Richard A. Gephardt, Jim Gib-
bons, Wayne T. Gilchrest, Paul E. Gillmor,
Benjamin A. Gilman, Charles A. Gonzalez,
Virgil H. Goode, Jr., Bob Goodlatte, Bart
Gordon, Porter J. Goss, Lindsey O. Graham,
Kay Granger, Sam Graves, Gene Green, Mark
Green, James C. Greenwood, Felix J. Grucci,
Jr., Gil Gutknecht, Ralph M. Hall, Tony P.
Hall, James V. Hansen, Jane Harman, Me-
lissa A. Hart, J. Dennis Hastert, Alcee L.
Hastings, Doc Hastings, Robin Hayes, J. D.
Hayworth, Joel Hefley, Wally Herger, Baron
P. Hill, Van Hilleary, Earl F. Hilliard, Mau-
rice D. Hinchey, David L. Hobson, Joseph M.
Hoeffel, Peter Hoekstra, Tim Holden, Rush
D. Holt, Michael M. Honda, Darlene Hooley,
Stephen Horn, John N. Hostettler, Amo
Houghton, Steny H. Hoyer, Kenny C.
Hulshof, Duncan Hunter, Asa Hutchinson,
Henry J. Hyde, Jay Inslee, Johnny Isakson,
Steve Israel, Darrell E. Issa, Ernest J.
Istook, Jr., Jesse L. Jackson, Jr., Sheila
Jackson-Lee, William J. Jefferson, William
L. Jenkins, Christopher John, Eddie Bernice
Johnson, Nancy L. Johnson, Sam Johnson,
Timothy V. Johnson, Stephanie Tubbs
Jones, Walter B. Jones, Paul E. Kanjorski,
Marcy Kaptur, Ric Keller, Sue W. Kelly,
Mark R. Kennedy, Patrick J. Kennedy, Brian
D. Kerns, Dale E. Kildee, Carolyn C. Kil-
patrick, Ron Kind, Peter T. King, Jack King-
ston, Mark Steven Kirk, Gerald D. Kleczka,
Joe Knollenberg, Jim Kolbe, Dennis J.
Kucinich, John J. LaFalce, Ray LaHood,
Nick Lampson, James R. Langevin, Tom
Lantos, Steve Largent, Rick Larsen, John B.
Larson, Tom Latham, Steven C. LaTourette,
James A. Leach, Barbara Lee, Sander M.
Levin, Jerry Lewis, John Lewis, Ron Lewis,
John Linder, William O. Lipinski, Frank A.
LoBiondo, Zoe Lofgren, Nita M. Lowey,
Frank D. Lucas, Ken Lucas, Bill Luther,
Carolyn B. Maloney, James H. Maloney,
Donald A. Manzullo, Edward J. Markey,
Frank Mascara, Jim Matheson, Robert T.
Matsui, Carolyn McCarthy, Betty McCollum,
Jim McCrery, John McHugh, Scott Mclnnis,
Mike McIntyre, Howard P. McKeon, Cynthia
A. McKinney, Michael R. McNulty, Martin T.
Meehan, Carrie P. Meek, Gregory W. Meeks,
Robert Menendez, John L. Mica, Juanita
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Millender-McDonald, Dan Miller, Gary G.
Miller, Patsy T. Mink, John Joseph Moak-
ley, Alan B. Mollohan, Dennis Moore, James
P. Moran, Jerry Moran, Constance A.
Morella, John P. Murtha, Sue Wilkins
Myrick, Jerrold Nadler, Grace F. Napolitano,
Richard E. Neal, George R. Nethercutt, Jr.,
Robert W. Ney, Anne M. Northup, Eleanor
Holmes Norton, Charlie Norwood, Jim
Nussle, James L. Oberstar, David R. Obey,
John W. Olver, Solomon P. Ortiz, Tom
Osborne, Doug Ose, C. L. Otter, Major R.
Owens, Michael G. Oxley, Frank Pallone, Jr.,
Bill Pascrell, Jr., Ed Pastor, Ron Paul,
Nancy Pelosi, Mike Pence, Collin C. Peter-
son, John E. Peterson, Thomas E. Petri,
David D. Phelps, Charles W. Pickering, Jo-
seph R. Pitts, Todd Russell Platts, Richard
W. Pombo, Rob Portman, David E. Price,
Deborah Pryce, Adam H. Putnam, Jack
Quinn, George Radanovich, Nick J. Rahall,
II, Jim Ramstad, Charles B. Rangel, Ralph
Regula, Dennis R. Rehberg, Silvestre Reyes,
Thomas M. Reynolds, Bob Riley, Lynn N.
Rivers, Ciro D. Rodriguez, Tim Roemer, Har-
old Rogers, Mike Rogers, Dana Rohrabacher,
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Mike Ross, Steven R.
Rothman, Marge Roukema, Edward R.
Royce, Bobby L. Rush, Paul Ryan, Jim
Ryun, Martin Olav Sabo, Loretta Sanchez,
Bernard Sanders, Max Sandlin, Tom Sawyer,
Jim Saxton, Joe Scarborough, Bob Schaffer,
Janice D. Schakowsky, Adam B. Schiff, Ed-
ward L. Schrock, Robert C. Scott, F. James
Sensenbrenner, Jr., José E. Serrano, Pete
Sessions, John B. Shadegg, E. Clay Shaw,
Jr., Christopher Shays, Brad Sherman, Don
Sherwood, John Shimkus, Ronnie Shows,
Rob Simmons, Michael K. Simpson, Norman
Sisisky, Joe Skeen, Ike Skelton, Louise
McIntosh Slaughter, Adam Smith, Chris-
topher H. Smith, Lamar S. Smith, Nick
Smith, Vic Snyder, Mark E. Souder, Floyd
Spence, John N. Spratt, Jr., Cliff Stearns,
Charles W. Stenholm, Bob Stump, Bart Stu-
pak, John E. Sununu, John E. Sweeney,
Thomas G. Tancredo, John S. Tanner, Ellen
O. Tauscher, W. J. (Billy) Tauzin, Charles H.
Taylor, Gene Taylor, Lee Terry, William M.
Thomas, Bennie G. Thompson, Mike Thomp-
son, Mac Thornberry, John R. Thune, Karen
L. Thurman, Todd Tiahrt, Patrick J. Tiberi,
John F. Tierney, Patrick J. Toomey, James
A. Traficant, Jr., Jim Turner, Mark Udall,
Robert A. Underwood, Fred Upton, Peter J.
Visclosky, David Vitter, Greg Walden, James
T. Walsh, Zach Wamp, Maxine Waters, Wes
Watkins, Melvin L. Watt, J.C. Watts, Jr.,
Henry A. Waxman, Curt Weldon, Dave
Weldon, Jerry Weller, Ed Whitfield, Roger F.
Wicker, Heather Wilson, Frank R. Wolf,
Lynn C. Woolsey, Albert Russell Wynn, C.W.
Bill Young, Don Young.

————

CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF WEDNES-
DAY, MARCH 14, 2001, PAGES H924
AND H925, HOUSE BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS AND SEN-
ATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE
PRESIDENT

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT
PRIOR TO SINE DIE ADJOURN-
MENT

November 22, 2000:

H.R. 2346. an act to authorize the enforce-
ment by State and local governments of cer-
tain Federal Communications Commission
regulations regarding use of citizens band
radio equipment.

H.R. 5633. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
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or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes.

December 5, 2000:

H.J. Res. 126. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

December 6, 2000:

H.R. 2941. an act to establish the Las
Cienegas National Conservation Area in the
State of Arizona.

December 7, 2000:

H.J. Res. 127. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

December 8, 2000:

H.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

December 11, 2000:

H.J. Res. 129. An act making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2001, and for other purposes.

December 15, 2000:

H.J. Res. 133. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

———

SENATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE
PRESIDENT PRIOR TO SINE DIE
ADJOURNMENT

November 22, 2000:

S. 11. An act for the
Jingsheng.

S. 150. An act for the relief of Marina
Khalina and her son, Albert Miftakhov.

S. 276. An act for the relief of Sergio
Lozano.

S. 768. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to establish Federal jurisdic-
tion over offenses committed outside the
United States by persons employed by or ac-
companying the Armed Forces, or by mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who are released or
separated from active duty prior to being
identified and prosecuted for the commission
of such offenses, and for other purposes.

S. 785. An act for the relief of Frances
Schochenmaier and Mary Hudson.

S. 869. An act for the relief of Mina Vahedi
Notash.

S. 1078. An act for the relief of Mrs. Eliza-
beth Eka Bassey, Emmanuel O. Paul Bassey,
and Mary Idongesit Paul Bassey.

S. 15613. An act for the relief of Jacqueline
Salinas and her children Gabriela Salinas,
Alejandro Salinas, and Omar Salinas.

S. 1670. An act to revise the boundary of
Fort Matanzas National Monument, and for
other purposes.

S. 1880. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to improve the health of minor-
ity individuals.

S. 1936. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell or exchange all or part
of certain administrative sites and other Na-
tional Forest System land in the State of Or-
egon and use the proceeds derived from the
sale or exchange for National Forest System
purposes.

S. 2000. An act for relief of Guy Taylor.

S. 2002. An act for the relief of Tony Lara.

S. 2019. An act for the relief of Malia Mil-
ler.

S. 2020. An act to adjust the boundary of
the Natchez Trace Parkway, Mississippi, and
for other purposes.

S. 2289. An act for the relief of Jose Guada-
lupe Tellez Pinales.

S. 2440. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to improve airport security.

S. 2485. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to provide assistance in plan-
ning and constructing a regional heritage
center in Calais, Maine.

S. 2547. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Great Sand Dunes National Park

relief of Wei
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and Preserve and the Baca National Wildlife
Refuge in the state of Colorado, and for
other purposes.

S. 2712. An act to amend chapter 35 of title
31, United States Code, to authorize the con-
solidation of certain financial and perform-
ance management reports required of Fed-
eral agencies, and for other purposes.

S. 2773. An act to amend the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 to enhance dairy mar-
kets through dairy product mandatory re-
porting, and for other purposes.

S. 2789. An act to amend the Congressional
Award Act to establish a Congressional Rec-
ognition for Excellence in Arts Education
Board.

S. 3164. An act to protect seniors from
fraud.

S. 3194. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
431 North George Street in Millersville,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘“‘Robert S. Walker Post
Office.”

S. 3239. An act to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide special immi-
grant status for certain United States inter-
national broadcasting employees.

December 11, 2000:

S. 2796. An act to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and related
resources, to authorize the Secretary of the
Army to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes.

————

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT
AFTER SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT

December 19, 2000:

H.R. 3048. An act to amend section 879 of
title 18, United States Code, to provide clear-
er coverage over threats against former
Presidents and members of their families,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 4281. An act to establish, wherever
feasible, guidelines, recommendations, and
regulations that promote the regulatory ac-
ceptance of new or revised scientifically
valid toxicological tests that protect human
and animal health and the environment
while reducing, refining, or replacing animal
tests and ensuring human safety and product
effectiveness.

H.R. 4640. An act to make grants to States
for carrying out DNA analyses for use in the
Combined DNA Index System of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, to provide for the
collection and analysis of DNA samples from
certain violent and sexual offenders for use
in such system, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4827. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent the entry by false
pretenses to any real property, vessel, or air-
craft of the United States or secure area of
any airport, to prevent the misuse of genuine
and counterfeit police badges by those seek-
ing to commit a crime, and for other pur-
poses.

December 20, 2000:

H.R. 3514. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for a system of
sanctuaries for chimpanzees that have been
designated as being no longer needed in re-
search conducted or supported by the Public
Health Service, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5016. An act to redesignate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 514 Express Center Road in Chicago, Illi-
nois, as the ““J.T. Weeker Service Center.”’

December 21, 2000:

H.R. 2903. An act to reauthorize the Striped
Bass Conservation Act, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 4577. An act making consolidated ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.
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H.R. 4942. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5210. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 200 South George Street in York, Pennsyl-
vania, as the ‘‘George Atlee Goodling Post
Office Building.”’

H.R. 5461. An act to amend the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act to eliminate the wasteful and un-
sportsmanlike practice of shark finning.

December 23, 2000:

H.R. 1653. An act to complete the orderly
withdrawal of the NOAA from the civil ad-
ministration of the Pribilof Islands, Alaska,
and to assist in the conservation of coral
reefs, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2570. An act to require the Secretary
of the Interior to undertake a study regard-
ing methods to commemorate the national
significance of the United States roadways
that comprise the Lincoln Highways, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 3756. An act to establish a standard
time zone for Guam and the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 4907. An act to establish the James-
town 400th Commemoration Commission,
and for the other purposes.

December 27, 2000:

H.R. 5528. An act to authorize construction
of a Wapka Sica Reconciliation Place in Fort
Pierre, South Dakota, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 5630. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2001 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5640. An act to expand homeownership
in the United States, and for other purposes.

December 28, 2000:

H.R. 207. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to make permanent the author-
ity under which comparability allowances
may be paid to Government physicians, and
to provide that such allowances be treated as
part of basic pay for retirement purposes.

H.R. 2816. An act to establish a grant pro-
gram to assist State and local law enforce-
ment in deterring, investigating, and pros-
ecuting computer crimes.

H.R. 3594. An act to repeal the modifica-
tion of the installment method.

H.R. 4020. An act to authorize the addition
of land to Sequioa National Park, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 4656. An act to authorize the Forest
Service to convey certain lands in the Lake
Tahoe Basin to the Washoe County School
District for use as an elementary school site.

December 29, 2000:

H.R. 1795. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the National
Institute of Biomedical Imaging and Bio-
engineering.

———

SENATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE
PRESIDENT AFTER SINE DIE AD-
JOURNMENT

December 19, 2000:

S. 1972. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey to the town of Dolo-
res, Colorado, the current site of the Joe
Rowell Park.

S. 2594. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to contract with the Mancos
Water Conservancy District to use the
Mancos Project facilities for impounding,
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storage, diverting, and carriage of non-
project water for the purpose of irrigation,
domestic, municipal, industrial, and any
other beneficial purposes.

S. 3137. An act to establish a commission
to commemorate the 250th anniversary of
the birth of James Madison.

December 21, 2000:

S. 439. An act to amend the National For-
est and Public Lands of Nevada Enhance-
ment Act of 1988 to adjust the boundary of
the Toiyabe National Forest, Nevada and to
amend chapter 55 of title 5, United States
Code, to authorize equal overtime pay provi-
sions for all Federal employees engaged in
wildland fire suppression operations.

S. 1508. An act to provide technical and
legal assistance to tribal justice systems and
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members of Indian tribes, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1898. An act to provide protection
against the risks to the public that are in-
herent in the interstate transportation of
violent prisoners.

S. 3045. An act to improve the quality,
timeliness, and credibility of forensic science
services for crininal justice purposes, and for
other purposes.

December 23, 2000:

S. 1694. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a study on the rec-
lamation and reuse of water and wastewater
in the State of Hawaii, and for other pur-
poses.

December 27, 2000:

S. 2943. An act to authorize additional as-
sistance for international malaria control,
and for other purposes.

B
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December 28, 2000:

S. 1761. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to conserve and enhance the water sup-
plies of the Lower Rio Grande Valley.

S. 2749. An act to establish the California
Trail Interpretive Center in Elko, Nevada, to
facilitate the interpretation of the history of
development and use of trails in the settling
of the western portion of the United States,
and for other purposes.

S. 2924. An act to strengthen the enforce-
ment of Federal statutes relating to false
identification, and for other purposes.

S. 3181. An act to establish the White
House Commission on the National Moment
of Remembrance, and for other purposes.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the fourth quarter
of 2000, by Committees of the House of Representatives, pursuant to Public Law 95-384, and for miscellaneous groups in
connection with official foreign travel during the first quarter of 2001 are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. James brenner 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,2711.28
Hon. Ken Calvert ............cccoooeeeemerememmmscicnencccnnenennens 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,271.28
Hon. Joe Knollenberg 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,271.38
Hon. Eddie Bernice Johnson .. 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,2711.28
Hon. Lynn Rivers ...... 11/16 11722 Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,271.28
Hon. JoAnn Emerson . 11/16 11722 Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,271.28
Todd Schultz 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,2711.28
Harlan Watson 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 6,027.28 7,221.28
Jeff Lungren 11/16 11/22  Netherlands 1,194.00 3,732.28 4,926.28
Hon. Nick Smith ... 11/16 11722 Netherlands 1,194.00 6,077.28 7,2711.28
Committee total ........coeeeeemmrrrereriissiricicieees v 11,940.00 oo 58,377.80 70,317.80

!'Per diem constitutes lodging and meals

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO ITALY, MACEDONIA, KOSOVO, MOROCCO, HOUSE OF

6 AND JAN. 14, 2001

SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, Chairman, Feb. 21, 2001.

REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN.

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
v partu currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency? currency? currency 2
Speaker Hastert 171 V11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3) 1,600.00
Hon. Joe Moakley ...........ccccoocoieieemeimmscmmsciminncncnccrcn 171 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Hon. Jim Leach 171 1/9 Italy 900.00 () 900.00
Hon. Chris Smith 171 V11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3) 1,600.00
Hon. Sherwood Boehlert 171 11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Hon. Chris Cox 177 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Hon. BUd Cramer ..............ceeeeeeummmessssmsssssereeeeeeneenees 11 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3) 1,600.00
Hon. Chris John 171 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Hon. Don Sherwood ............oooeerevevverenneeereieesseeeennes 177 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Ms. Nancy Dorn 171 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Mr. Scott Palmer 1/7 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3) 1,600.00
Ms. Christy Surprenant 1/7 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3) 1,600.00
Mr. John Feehery .. 177 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 () 1,600.00
Mr. Sam Lancaster 1/7 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 3 1,600.00
Mr. Mike Stokke 171 1/9 Italy 814.00 2,591.12 3,405.12
Mr. Steve LaRosa ..... 171 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 ( 1,600.00
Fr. Daniel Coughlin .. 118 /11 ltaly 1,108.00 2,771.80 3,879.80
Mr. Dwight Comedy .. 171 /11 ltaly 1,600.00 @ 1,600.00
Dr. John Eisold 1/7 V11 ltaly 1,600.00 (3 1,600.00
Mr. Ralph Hellmann . 171 11 ltaly 1,600.00 2,771.80 1,600.00
Speaker Hastert 1/11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3 536.00
Hon. Joe Moakley . 111 1/14  Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Hon. Chris Smith . 111 1/14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Hon. Sherwood Boel /11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3) 536.00
Hon. Chris Cox 111 /14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Hon. Bud Cramer . 1/11 /14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Hon. Chris John 111 1/14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Hon. Don Sherwood .. /11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3) 536.00
Ms. Nancy Dorn /11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Mr. Scott Palmer . 1/11 /14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Ms. Christy Surpref 1/11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3) 536.00
Mr. John Feehery .. /11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3) 536.00
Mr. Sam Lancaster 1711 1/14  Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Mr. Steve LaRosa 1/11 /14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Fr. Daniel Coughlin .. /11 /14 Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Mr. Dwight Comedy .. /11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 (3) 536.00
Dr. John Eisold 1711 1/14  Morocco 536.00 () 536.00
Mr. Ralph Hellmann .........cccooocommmreimerrcisnreisssrii 1/11 1/14  Morocco 536.00 () 536.00

Committee total

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

J. DENNIS HASTERT, Speaker, Feb. 14, 2001.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO, RWANDA, BURUNDI, UGANDA, SUDAN AND KENYA, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 6 AND JAN. 14, 2001

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Frank R WOI .oooveeeeoeeeeecvcrnenccescsssssiin s 1/6 Us. 8,515.82 8,515.82
17 19 D.R. Congo 681.00 681.00
1/9 1/11  Rwanda 476.00 476.00
1/10 1/10  Burundi N/A N/A
111 1/12 Uganda 214.00 214.00
1/12 1/13  Sudan 96.00 96.00
1/13 1713 Kenya 252.00 252.00
1/14 us. 31,100.00 31,100.00
Committee total ... e 619.00 s 8,515.82 9,134.82

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Less $1,100 in unused per diem returned to State Dept.

FRANK R. WOLF, Chairman, Feb. 14, 2001.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO, RWANDA, BURUNDI, UGANDA, SUDAN AND KENYA, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 6 AND JAN. 14, 2001

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Daniel F. SCandling ... v 1/6 Us. 8,515.82 8,515.82
171 1/9 DR. Congo 681.00 681.00
1/9 1711 Rwanda 476.00 476.00
1/10 1/10 Burundi N/A N/A
/11 1/12 Uganda 214.00 214.00
1/12 1/13  Sudan 96.00 96.00
1/13 1/13  Kenya 252.00 252.00
1/14 us. 3 —700.00 3700.00
Committee total ... v 1,019.00 i 8,515.82 9,534.82

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3Less $700 returned to U.S. Treasury/State Department. #55N.

DANIEL F. SCANDLING, Feb. 14, 2001.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO CHILE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 14 AND JAN. 18, 2001

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Robert W. VanWicklin ........ccccccccoeoevucmnncncncncccnicnnnnnns 1/14 1/18  Chile 1,184.00 oo 4,624.60 5,808.60
Committee total ... v 118400 oo 4,624.60 5,808.60

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1222. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Clethodim; Pesticide Tolerance [OPP-
301105; FRL-6770-8] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received
March 9, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1223. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Chlorothalonil; Pesticide Tolerance
[OPP-301088; FRL~6759-4] (RIN: 2070-AB78) re-
ceived March 6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1224. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
transmitting the Board’s report entitled,
“Report on Use of Plain Language In Agency
Rulemakings,”’ pursuant to section 722 of the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act; to the Committee
on Financial Services.

1225. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting notification

regarding the establishment of the Northeast
Home Heating Oil Reserve; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

1226. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Adhesives and Com-
ponents of Coatings and Paper and Paper-
board Components [Docket No. 99F-2081] re-
ceived March 12, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1227. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Food Additives Permitted for Direct Addi-
tion to Food for Human Consumption;
Natamycin (Pimaricin) [Docket No. 00F-0175]
received March 12, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1228. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; Minnesota Designation of
Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes;
Minnesota [MN61-01-7286a; MN62-01-7287a;
FRL-6901-1] received March 6, 2001, pursuant

ROBERT W. VAN WICKLIN, Feb. 2, 2001.

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1229. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Chromite Ore from the Transvaal Re-
gion of South Africa; Toxic Chemical Re-
lease Reporting; Community Right-to-Know
[OPPTS-400134A; FRL-6722-9] received March
6, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1230. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Administration and Manage-
ment, Department of Labor, transmitting
the Department’s 2000 FAIR Act Inventory
Of Commercial Activities; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

1231. A letter from the Chief Scout Execu-
tive and President, Boy Scouts of America,
transmitting the Boy Scouts of America 2000
report to the Nation, pursuant to 36 U.S.C.
28; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1232. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘Contacts
Between the Police and the Public”’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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1233. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
DHC-8-100, -200, and -300 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 2000-NM-102-AD; Amendment
39-12120; AD 2001-04-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived March 9, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1234. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 B4
Series Airplanes, and Model A300 B4-600, A300
B4-600R, and A300 F4-600R (Collectively
Called A300-600) Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2000-NM-47-AD; Amendment 39-12118; AD
2001-03-14] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received March 9,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1235. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; British Aerospace
(Jetstream) Model 4101 Airplanes [Docket

No. 2000-NM-224-AD; Amendment 39-12116;
AD 2001-03-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
March 9, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1236. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747-100,
-200, -300, —400, and 747SR Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 99-NM-206-AD; Amendment 39—
12114; AD 2001-03-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived March 9, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1237. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; SOCATA—Groupe
Aerospatiale Model TBM 700 Airplanes
[Docket No. 2000-CE-69-AD; Amendment 39—
12126; AD 2001-04-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived March 9, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1238. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Empresa Brasileira de
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model EMB-
145 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000-NM-
2566-AD; Amendment 39-12121; AD 2001-04-03]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 9, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1239. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; BAe Systems (Oper-
ations) Limited Model BAe 146 and Model
Avro 146-RJ Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2000-NM-253-AD; Amendment 39-12119; AD
2001-04-01] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received March 9,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1240. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
CL-600-2B19 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2000-NM-142-AD; Amendment 39-12112; AD
2001-03-08] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received March 9,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1241. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Grouping Rules for
Foreign Sales Corporation Transfer Pricing
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[TD 8944] (RIN: 15645-AX41) received March 2,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. WELLER (for himself, Mr. BAR-
c1A, Ms. CAPITO, Mr. KERNS, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. AKIN, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland, Mr. BARTON of Texas,
Mr. BAss, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Ms. BERKLEY, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BLUNT,
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
BoNILLA, Mrs. BONO, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina,
Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. CAMP, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CANTOR,
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. COLLINS, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
COMBEST, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. CoX, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Mr. DREIER, Mr. DUNCAN,
Ms. DUNN, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. FER-
GUSON, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.
FoLEY, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GEKAS,
Mr. GANSKE, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
Goss, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
GRAVES, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. GRruccl, Mr. GUT-
KNECHT, Mr. HANSEN, Ms. HART, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HOBSON,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HoLT, Mr. HORN,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. IssA, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. JENKINS, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. KELLER,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KENNEDY of Min-
nesota, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. KING,
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KIRK, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
LAHooD, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. LEwWIS of Kentucky, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. LucAs of OKklahoma, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Mr. McCCRERY, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MCINNIS,
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
MicA, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
NEY, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mrs. NORTHUP,
Mr. NorwooD, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
OSBORNE, Mr. OSE, Mr. OTTER, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PENCE, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. PETRI,
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. PoMBO, Mr. PORTMAN,
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. REGULA, Mr. REHBERG,
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. RILEY, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROGERS of
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Kentucky, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. RYUN of Kan-
sas, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SANDLIN,
Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. SCHROCK, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHAD-
EGG, Mr. SHAW, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHER-
WO0OD, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
SIMMONS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. SPENCE,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
SUNUNU, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. TAUZIN,
Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, Mr. TERRY, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
TIAHRT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. VITTER, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. WICKER,
Mrs. WILSON, Mr. WOLF, Mr. YOUNG of
Florida, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr.
CONDIT):

H.R. 6. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage pen-
alty by providing for adjustments to the
standard deduction, 15-percent rate bracket,
and earned income credit and to allow the
nonrefundable personal credits against reg-
ular and minimum tax liability; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HEFLEY, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. Issa, and Mr. GRUCCI):

H.R. 1037. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax relief for
small businesses, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HOEFFEL, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas):

H.R. 1038. A bill to place a moratorium on
executions by the Federal Government and
urge the States to do the same, while a Na-
tional Commission on the Death Penalty re-
views the fairness of the imposition of the
death penalty; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. TERRY (for himself, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, and Mr. PICKERING):

H.R. 1039. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide mean-
ingful campaign finance reform through re-
quiring better reporting, decreasing the role
of soft money, and increasing individual con-
tribution limits, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on House Administration,
and in addition to the Committees on the Ju-
diciary, and Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ARMEY (for himself, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. HEFLEY,
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, and Mr.
SUNUNU):

H.R. 1040. A bill to promote freedom, fair-
ness, and economic opportunity for families
by reducing the power and reach of the Fed-
eral establishment; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Rules, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 1041. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to permit additional
States to enter into long-term care partner-
ships under the Medicaid Program in order
to promote the use of long-term care insur-
ance; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.
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By Mr. GRUCCI:

H.R. 1042. A bill to prevent the elimination
of certain reports; to the Committee on
Science.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. GANSKE,
Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr.
BONIOR, Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. CAPPS,
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. STARK, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. NORTON, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. BORSKI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. WEXLER):

H.R. 1043. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide the
Food and Drug Administration jurisdiction
over tobacco; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. BONIOR, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. STARK,
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. OLVER, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Ms. NORTON, Mrs. TAUSCHER,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. BALDACCI,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BORSKI, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. COYNE, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. CARSON
of Indiana, and Ms. SOLIS):

H.R. 1044. A bill to prevent children from
using tobacco products, to reduce the health
costs attributable to tobacco products, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mrs. WILSON (for herself, Mr.
HUNTER, and Mr. ISSA):

H.R. 1045. A bill to lower energy costs to
consumers, increase electric system reli-
ability and provide environmental improve-
ments, through the rapid deployment of dis-
tributed energy resources, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and Science, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1046. A bill to require cigarette prod-
ucts to be placed under or behind the counter
in retail sales; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1047. A Dbill to amend the Electronic
Fund Transfer Act to prohibit any operator
of an automated teller machine that displays
any paid advertising from imposing any fee
on a consumer for the use of that machine,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1048. A Dbill to facilitate transfers be-
tween interest-bearing accounts and trans-
actions accounts at depository institutions
for small businesses; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1049. A bill to amend chapter 89 of
title 5, United States Code, to make avail-
able to Federal employees the option of ob-
taining health benefits coverage for depend-
ent parents; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1050. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow credits against in-
come tax for an owner of a radio broad-
casting station which donates the license
and other assets of such station to a non-
profit corporation for purposes of supporting
nonprofit fine arts and performing arts orga-
nizations, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ENGEL, and
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1051. A bill to amend the Home Owner-
ship and Equity Protection Act of 1994 and
other sections of the Truth in Lending Act to
protect consumers against predatory prac-
tices in connection with high cost mortgage
transactions, to strengthen the civil rem-
edies available to consumers under existing
law, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DELAHUNT,
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1052. A Dbill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to enhance consumer disclo-
sures regarding credit card terms and
charges, to restrict issuance of credit cards
to students, to expand protections in connec-
tion with unsolicited credit cards and third-
party checks and to protect consumers from
unreasonable practices that result in unnec-
essary credit costs or loss of credit, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1053. A bill to amend the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act and the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act of 1975 to reduce the disparate
impact of predatory lending on minorities,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1054. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to expand protections for con-
sumers by adjusting statutory exemptions
and civil penalties to reflect inflation, to
eliminate the Rule of 78s accounting for in-
terest rebates in consumer credit trans-
actions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, and  Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1055. A bill to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act and the Truth in Lend-
ing Act to prohibit federally insured institu-
tions from engaging in high-cost payday
loans, to expand protections for consumers
in connection with the making of such loans
by uninsured entities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1056. A Dbill to amend the Consumer
Credit Protection Act to enhance the adver-
tising of the terms and costs of consumer
automobile leases, to permit consumer com-
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parison of advertised lease offerings, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.
By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1057. A bill to amend the Truth in
Savings Act to enhance civil liability and
other enforcement, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs.

JONES of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, and  Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1058. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to prohibit the distribution of
any check or other negotiable instrument as
part of a solicitation by a creditor for an ex-
tension of credit, to limit the liability of
consumers in conjunction with such solicita-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, and  Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1059. A bill to require insured deposi-
tory institutions to make affordable trans-
action accounts available to their customers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, and
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1060. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to prohibit unfair or deceptive
creditor acts or practices, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. LEE,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. HINCHEY, and  Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1061. A bill to authorize permanently
an annual survey and report by the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System on
fees charged for retail banking services; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1062. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax to C corporations which have
substantial employee ownership and to en-
courage stock ownership by employees by ex-
cluding from gross income stock paid as
compensation for services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1063. A bill to enhance competition for
prescription drugs by increasing the ability
of the Department of Justice and Federal
Trade Commission to enforce existing anti-
trust laws regarding brand name drugs and
generic drugs; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1064. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act and Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to require
that group and individual health insurance
coverage and group health plans provide cov-
erage for annual screening mammography
for any class of covered individuals if the
coverage or plans include coverage for diag-
nostic mammography for such class and to
amend title XIX of the Social Security Act
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to provide for coverage of annual screening
mammography under the Medicaid Program;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 1065. A bill to protect the Social Secu-
rity system and to amend the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to require a two-thirds
vote for legislation that changes the discre-
tionary spending limits or the pay-as-you-go
provisions of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 if the budg-
et for the current year (or immediately pre-
ceding year) was not in surplus; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Rules, and the Budget,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FARR of California, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 1066. A bill to amend the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to cease mineral leas-
ing activity on submerged land of the Outer
Continental Shelf that is adjacent to a coast-
al State that has declared a moratorium on
such activity, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself and Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia):

H.R. 1067. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on certain steam or other vapor gener-
ating boilers used in nuclear facilities; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DEMINT:

H.R. 1068. A bill to redesignate the Federal
0Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund as the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Accounting Fund and the Federal
Disability Insurance Accounting Fund, re-
spectively; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DEMINT:

H.R. 1069. A bill to establish a Bipartisan
Social Security Reform and Results Commis-
sion; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Rules,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. EHLERS (for himself, Mr. KIRK,
and Mr. BARCIA):

H.R. 1070. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to make grants for remediation
of sediment contamination in areas of con-
cern and to authorize assistance for research
and development of innovative technologies
for such purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Science, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 1071. A bill to increase the amounts
authorized to be appropriated to carry out
the National Sea Grant College Program
Act; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 1072. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against
income tax for higher education loan inter-
est payments; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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By Mr. FRANK (for himself, Mr. NEY,
Mr. SANDLIN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. STUMP, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. PAUL, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. GILMAN, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. DELAHUNT,

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
FROST, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. VISCLOSKY,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. BALDAcCCI, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. McGOV-
ERN, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
Lucas of Kentucky, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
COYNE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. PALLONE,
and Mr. OLVER):

H.R. 1073. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to restrict the application
of the windfall elimination provision to indi-
viduals whose combined monthly income
from benefits under such title and other
monthly periodic payments exceeds $2,000
and to provide for a graduated implementa-
tion of such provision on amounts above
such $2,000 amount; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 1074. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to issue regulations relating
to the transfer of airline tickets and to
amend title 49, United States Code, relating
to air carrier ticket pricing policies; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. PoMBO, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. HORN, Mr. RADANOVICH,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mrs. BoNO, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. OSE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, and Mr.
IssA):

H.R. 1075. A bill to allow any business or
individual in any State experiencing a power
emergency to operate any type of power gen-
eration available to ensure their economic
stability, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. STARK, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. MAT-
SUI, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. COYNE, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
CARDIN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. KING, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. NEY, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. FER-
GUSON, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. HORN, Mr.
POMEROY, Mr. QUINN, Mr. GEPHARDT,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. WALSH, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. HOEFFEL,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. ENGEL,

Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
BERRY, and Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington):

H.R. 1076. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the incentives
for the construction and renovation of public
schools; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. JONES of North Carolina:

H.R. 1077. A bill to provide that pay for
prevailing rate employees in Pasquotank
County, North Carolina, be determined by
applying the same pay schedules and rates as
apply with respect to prevailing rate em-
ployees in the local wage area that includes
Carteret County, North Carolina; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. KLECZKA:

H.R. 1078. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act, the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, the Public
Health Service Act, and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for an election
for retirees 55-to0-65 years of age who lose em-
ployer-based coverage to acquire health care
coverage under the Medicare Program or
under COBRA continuation benefits, and to
amend the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to provide for advance no-
tice of material reductions in covered serv-
ices under group health plans; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, and Education and the Workforce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him-
self and Mr. SCHAFFER):

H.R. 1079. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to change certain threshold
and other tests in order to decrease the
amount of farm labor wages that are subject
to Social Security and Medicare taxes, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINDER:

H.R. 1080. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit na-
tional political parties from using soft
money, to restrict the use of soft money by
corporations and labor organizations, to im-
pose additional reporting requirements
under such Act on corporations, labor orga-
nizations, and nonprofit organizations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. OSE:

H.R. 1081. A bill to amend title 44, United
States Code, to direct the Archivist of the
United States to maintain an inventory of
all gifts received from domestic sources for
the President, the Executive Residence at
the White House, or a Presidential archival
depository; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for
himself, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. BALDWIN,
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. DINGELL,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. FROST, Mr. GANSKE, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. MARKEY, Ms.
McCoLLuM, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. NEY, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. POMBO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. THOMPSON of
California, Mr. THUNE, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. WELDON
of Pennsylvania, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
CONDIT, and Mr. JOHN):

H.R. 1082. A bill to amend the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985 to expand the number of
acres authorized for inclusion in the con-
servation reserve; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.



March 15, 2001

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for
himself, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. SABO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
and Mr. CAPUANO):

H.R. 1083. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to give employers and
performers in the live performing arts, rights
given by section 8(e) of such Act to employ-
ers and employees in similarly situated in-
dustries, to give such employers and per-
formers the same rights given by section 8(f)
of such Act to employers and employees in
the construction industry, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr.
BaLDACCI, and Mr. MCHUGH):

H.R. 1084. A bill to amend the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act to
permit a State to register a Canadian pes-
ticide for distribution and use within that
State; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RAHALL:

H.R. 1085. A bill to address certain anach-
ronistic provisions of the general mining
laws, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 1086. A bill to provide for infant crib
safety, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
FrOST, Mr. McNULTY, and Mr. NAD-
LER):

H.R. 1087. A bill to prohibit United States
assistance for the Palestinian Authority and
for programs, projects, and activities in the
West Bank and Gaza; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.J. Res. 38. A joint resolution dis-
approving the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services on De-
cember 28, 2000, relating to standards for pri-
vacy of individually identifiable health in-
formation; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, and Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. CLEMENT (for himself, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. HoLT, Mrs.
DAvVIs of California, and Mr. BLUNT):

H. Con. Res. 64. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress supporting
music education and Music in Our Schools
Month; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
NORWOOD, and Ms. MCKINNEY):

H. Con. Res. 65. Concurrent resolution hon-
oring the service of the 1,200 soldiers of the
48th Infantry Brigade of the Georgia Army
National Guard as they deploy to Bosnia in
March 2001, recognizing their sacrifice while
away from their jobs and families during
that deployment, and recognizing the impor-
tant role of all National Guard and Reserve
personnel at home and abroad to the na-
tional security of the United States; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, Mr. NEY, Mr. HOYER, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mrs. BoNO, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms.
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CAPITO, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. CARSON of
Indiana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mrs. CUBIN, Mrs. JO ANN
DAVIS of Virginia, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO,
Ms. DUNN, Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. ESHOO,
Ms. GRANGER, Ms. HARMAN, Ms.
HART, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, Mrs. KELLY, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Ms. LEE, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
McCARTHY of Missouri, Ms. McCoOL-
LUM, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. NORTHUP, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio, Ms. RIVERS, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. SoLnis, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mrs.

THURMAN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WAaA-
TERS, Mrs. WILSON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. MIicA, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
FATTAH, and Mr. DAVIS of Florida):

H. Con. Res. 66. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of a revised and up-
dated version of the House document enti-
tled “Women in Congress, 1917-1990’; to the
Committee on House Administration.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 25: Mr. GILCHREST and Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 28: Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. SOLIS, and Mr.
HYDE.

H.R. 31: Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 40: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 51: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Ms.
HART, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr.
SIMMONS.

H.R. 81: Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 117: Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 126: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 128: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 133: Mr. UNDERWOOD.

H.R. 169: Mr. PETRI, Ms. NORTON, Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and
Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 179: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. CANTOR.

H.R. 183: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms.
SCHAKOWKY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. FILNER, and
Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 184: Mr. RUSH and Mr. KANJORSKI.

H.R. 187: Mr. FROST, Mr. STENHOLM, and
Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 191: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 192: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 218: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
BONS, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
DER, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. DUNCAN,
SAXTON, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 247: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mr.
EVERETT.

H.R. 294: Ms. HART.

H.R. 303: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. MATHESON, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. HYDE.

H.R. 326: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
TOWNS, and Mr. LAFALCE.

H.R. 327: Mr. OSE, Mr. PENCE, Mr. OTTER,
Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. GruUcCI, Ms. CAPITO, Mr.
FERGUSON, Mr. SCHROCK, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
MANZULLO, and Mr. GRAVES.

H.R. 336: Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
and Mr. HOYER.
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H.R. 340: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 356: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. KINGSTON.

H.R. 369: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 415: Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PAUL, Ms.
BrROWN of Florida, Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 446: Mr. RODRIGUEZ and Mr. McGoOV-
ERN.

H.R. 458: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 476: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
HAYES, Ms. HART, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, and Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky.

H.R. 478: Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 494: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 500: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. CROW-
LEY.

H.R. 516: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Mr. FILNER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. BACA,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr.
CRAMER.

H.R. 538: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. ARMEY,
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. FROST, Mrs. BoNO, Mr.
CALVERT, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 539: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. KENNEDY of Min-
nesota, and Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 573: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. STARK, and
Mr. SAWYER.

H.R. 576: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.

H.R. 581: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr.
TANCREDO.

H.R. 586: Mr. CARDIN and Mr. BURTON of In-
diana.

H.R. 606: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. SCARBOROUGH,
Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 609: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 611: Mr. OXLEY and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 623: Mr. ScoTT, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HOEFFEL,
and Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 630: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SIMMONS, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. ENGEL,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 638: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 665: Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 668: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. OLVER, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. NEY, Mr. BALDACCI,
Mr. WATKINS, and Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina.

H.R. 674: Mr. BOYD.

H.R. 676: Mr. OTTER.

H.R. 686: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 692: Mr. CAMP and Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington.

H.R. 695: Mr. HOEFFEL and Mr.
MILLER of California.

H.R. 699: Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 700: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 701: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. THOMPSON of
California, Mr. HAYES, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
UbpALL of Colorado, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. WELLER, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. WYNN,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. SNYDER, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms. LEE,
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. KING, Mr. FILNER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr. MCCRERY.

H.R. 718: Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. THORNBERRY,
Ms. GRANGER, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
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WATKINS, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. H.R. 823: Mrs. THURMAN. H.R. 1015: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of H.R. 827: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. LAMPSON. SISISKY, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
Kentucky, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. H.R. 862: Mr. BALDACCI. BUYER, and Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 726: Mr. GUTIERREZ. H.R. 865: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. KuciNicH, Mr.  H.J. Res. 11: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 737: Mr. TERRY and Mr. WAXMAN. FROST, Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. DAVIS of California, H.J. Res. 32: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
gg g?g ﬁ: ﬁig(;REN and Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. DOYLE, and Ms. LEE. H.J. Res. 36: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. BRADY of
H.R. 779- Mr. HYDE, H.R. 938: Mr. CAPUANO. Texas.
H.R. 786: Mr. MARKEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, and H.R. 945: Mr. RUSH and Mr. KUCINICH. H. Con. Res. 8: Mrs. THURMAN.
Ms. BALDWIN. H.R. 967: Mr. McNULTY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 808: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. KENNEDY of FRANK, and Mr. BALDACCI. H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. SHERMAN.
Rhode Island. H.R. 969: Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. H. Con. Res. 58: Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 822: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. CALVERT, and Mrs. MYRICK. H. Res. 23: Ms. HART and Mr. CLEMENT.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MIKE
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of
Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Rev. Alan Mitchell, Sligo
Presbyterian Church, Republic of Ire-
land.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Rev. Alan Mitch-
ell, offered the following prayer:

O God, our Father, we acknowledge
that the destiny of the nations and
peoples of this world is in Your control.

We pray for all Senators and leaders
elected to represent the interests and
further the welfare of their constitu-
ents; especially we pray for the Presi-
dent, Mr. George W. Bush. May the
leadership he gives this Nation and the
nations of the Western World, be in ac-
cord with Your will and purpose.

We thank You for the commitment of
the United States to peacemaking.
Continue to inspire this administration
as it seeks to create prosperity, equal-
ity, justice, freedom, and peace for peo-
ple in this country and wherever the
influence of this great Nation impacts
on every continent.

On this weekend when we celebrate
St. Patrick’s mission in Ireland, may
the message he proclaimed be pro-
claimed now with even greater fervor
and passion, lighting fires of forgive-
ness and reconciliation, giving joy to
Irish people within their own country
and around the world.

Father, as we commence the business
of this day, may Your Spirit, through
our deliberations, accomplish Your
purposes for this Nation as it fulfills
its obligations to its own citizens and
to people around the world who look to
the United States for inspiration and
example.

We offer these prayers through Jesus
Christ. Amen.

Senate

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

—————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 15, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, to perform the
duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

—————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

———

GUEST CHAPLAIN MITCHELL

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I join all of
our colleagues in the Senate in wel-
coming and thanking our guest Chap-
lain today for the beautiful prayer he
just delivered. He is Rev. Alan Mitch-
ell. With that name, he could just as
easily be from Sledge, MS, instead of
Sligo, Ireland.

I love the accent he has but, more
importantly, the beauty of his prayer.
So many in America have roots back in
Ireland, Scotland, and that area of the

world. We feel a special kinship to the
people in Ireland, and we wish them
well and pray for them often as they
seek greater economic opportunity and
continued democracy and freedom. We
are delighted to have Reverend Mitch-
ell with us today.

——
SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate
will immediately resume consideration
of the bankruptcy legislation with 10
hours remaining for postcloture de-
bate. This morning, Senator
WELLSTONE is here and ready to go, and
he will be recognized to offer any of his
germane amendments. Following the
Wellstone debate, we will go to Senator
KoHL who will be recognized to offer
his homestead amendment, with up to
90 minutes of debate on that issue.

Under the previous order, there will
be two votes at 12 noon on the Leahy
amendments, Nos. 19 and 41. A vote is
possible just prior to the vote sched-
uled at noon if time is yielded back
with regard to the homestead amend-
ment. Further amendments will be of-
fered and debate will continue during
today’s session. Therefore, votes will
occur throughout the day. The Senate
will complete action on this bill as
early as late this afternoon or tonight.

I, again, thank Senator WELLSTONE
for his persistence and also his willing-
ness to cooperate as we have gone
along.

I was very pleased and impressed
with the vote on cloture. I believe it
was 80-19. It is clear the Senate wants
to vote on this issue and wants to pass
some needed bankruptcy reform.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Before the leader leaves, it
is my understanding—and the Pre-
siding Officer can correct me if I am
wrong—that in the 10 hours, which
starts now, votes are counted, quorums
are counted, so we will be here no later
than 7:30, plus whatever time it takes
to complete the votes. Is that right?

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

52323



S2324

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. I hope
that maybe it will not even be that
late. It is possible we could get com-
pleted with our work a little earlier—6
or 6:30. That would be ideal. I believe,
counting the votes and all of the time,
it would not go beyond 7:30, so Sen-
ators should be aware of that. I might
note, in terms of any other legislative
action, certainly we wouldn’t consider
anything further without close con-
sultation with the Democratic leader.
We have the possibility of considering
the SEC fees bill, but we want to do
that in such a way it can be done ei-
ther by voice vote or in wrap-up, or if
there had to be votes, it would not
occur until late on Monday afternoon.
We will work through that. I put Sen-
ators on notice that we will at least
consider how we will bring that bill up
at some point.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

BANKRUPTCY REFORM ACT OF 2001

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 420, which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 420) to amend title 11, United
States Code, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Leahy amendment No. 20, to resolve an
ambiguity relating to the definition of cur-
rent monthly income.

Wellstone amendment No. 35, to clarify the
duties of a debtor who is the plan adminis-
trator of an employee benefit plan.

Kennedy amendment No. 38, to allow for
reasonable medical expenses.

Collins amendment No. 16, to provide fam-
ily fishermen with the same kind of protec-
tions and terms as granted to family farmers
under chapter 12 of the bankruptcy laws.

Leahy modified amendment No. 41, to pro-
tect the identity of minor children in bank-
ruptcy proceedings.

Reid (for Breaux) amendment No. 94, to
provide for the reissuance of a rule relating
to ergonomics.

Reid (for Leahy) amendment No. 19, to cor-
rect the treatment of certain spousal income
for purposes of means testing.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
WELLSTONE, is recognized to offer any
of his germane amendments.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, am
I correct that my time starts now at 20
minutes of?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will probably take about 40 minutes of
my hour right now and probably later
on speak again on the bill.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 70, 71, AND 73, EN BLOC

Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me start by
calling up some amendments. I send to
the desk amendments Nos. 70, 71, and
73.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from  Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes amendments Nos. 70,
71, and 73, en bloc.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendments
be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 70
(Purpose: To change the relevant time period
in determining current monthly income)

On page 18, line 9, strike ‘6 and insert
<2,

AMENDMENT NO. 71
(Purpose: To address the acceptable period of
time between the filing of petitions for re-
lief under chapter 13 of title 11, United

States Code)

On page 151, strike line 18 and all that fol-
lows through page 152, line 3, and insert the
following:

Section 727(a)(8) of title 11, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘six’’ and in-
serting ‘8.

AMENDMENT NO. 73
(Purpose: To create an exemption for certain
debtors)

On page 441, after line 2, add the following:

(¢) EXEMPTIONS.—

(1) CERTAIN UNEMPLOYED WORKERS.—This
Act and the amendments made by this Act
do not apply to any debtor that can dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the court that
the reason for filing is due to the debtor hav-
ing become unemployed and the debtor is
part of a group of workers certified by the
Secretary of Labor as being eligible for trade
adjustment assistance under title II of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.), un-
less the debtor elects to make a provision of
this Act or an amendment made by this Act
applicable to that debtor.

(2) APPLICABILITY.—Title 11, United States
Code, as in effect on the day before the effec-
tive date of this Act and the amendments
made by this Act, shall apply to persons re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) on and after the
date of enactment of this Act, unless the
debtor elects otherwise in accordance with
paragraph (1).

AMENDMENT NO. 70

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
amendment No. 70 would fix the means
test so it only looks at present and fu-
ture income, not an average of the past
6 months. This is a really important
amendment and I am interested in a
vote. The means test in the bill deter-
mines a debtor’s ability to pay a cer-
tain threshold amount of debt by aver-
aging the debtor’s last 6 months of in-
come. This may be a very poor snap-
shot of a debtor’s circumstances, espe-
cially if the debtor’s income has gone
down shortly before the filing due to a
job loss or disability. This will have
the effect of inappropriately forcing
some debtors into chapter 13 repay-
ment plans which they will never be
able to complete.

This means test is unfair. It does not
really look at the debtor’s current in-
come in determining ability to repay
debt. It is abusive to workers who file
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shortly after losing well-paying jobs,
particularly given the current weak-
ness in the manufacturing sector of our
economy.

This amendment changes the means
test so it looks at an average of the
debtor’s last 2 months of income in-
stead of the last 6. This is a more accu-
rate picture of the debtor’s cir-
cumstances and will ensure that only
individuals with actual ability to repay
will be captured by the means test.

Think about this for a moment. You
better be thinking about it if there is a
downturn in this economy. I am saying
if somebody loses his or her job, and
you are looking at the average income
over the past 6 months, that doesn’t do
that person or their family a whole lot
of good in terms of making an accurate
assessment. If you look at it just over
the last 2 months before they file for
bankruptcy, then you are providing
some protection to the people who have
lost their jobs.

I will give a perfect example from the
Iron Range. We now have about 1,300
taconite workers who have lost their
jobs just with the LTV mine that is
shutting down. For Minnesota, these
were well-paying jobs with wages and
health care. These were $65,000 jobs.
For people who lose those kinds of jobs
because the manufacturing sector is
struggling, it does not do them a whole
lot of good to look at the average in-
come over the prior months—not when
you have just lost your job or not when
you have been in an accident and all of
a sudden find yourself disabled. So I
say again, this amendment is an
amendment that tries to address the
harshness of this legislation.

I cannot understand why Senators
would not vote for this amendment and
therefore this is the first amendment
that I bring before the Senate today.

AMENDMENT NO. 71

Amendment No. 71 strikes the 5-year
waiting period for a new chapter 13 fil-
ing. When people file a chapter 13 case,
by definition they are paying all they
can afford. There is no disagreement
about that on the floor. That is sup-
posed to be the reason this bill puts
more people into chapter 13. So why
does this bill prevent debtors from fil-
ing another chapter 13 case for 5 years,
even if those debtors have fulfilled all
their obligations in bankruptcy? This
change simply adds insult to injury. It
is particularly harmful, I maintain, to
elderly individuals who might file a
chapter 13 case to save their homes.
Under this bill, an elderly person might
file a chapter 13 case because of med-
ical bills or because a spouse dies, suc-
cessfully complete chapter 13 and save
the home.

But if they have another illness in
the next 5 years or they become dis-
abled or lose their income, they will
not be able to file for chapter 13. That
is ridiculous. That is ridiculous. Again,
I point to the harshness of this legisla-
tion. Under this bill, chapter 13 filers
are not supposed to be abusers. They
are supposed to be the good guys.
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Adopting this amendment would re-
store current law and allow the filing
of new chapter 13 cases. It is very sim-
ple.

AMENDMENT NO. 73

Finally, I g0 to amendment No. 73.
This is a safe harbor for folks who file
because of job losses that are a result
of foreign trade. Mr. President, 1,400
steelworkers have lost their jobs on the
Iron Range of Minnesota due to unfair
foreign competition.

By the way—and this will be the
broader context I want to give about
this legislation in a moment—does this
Senate, does this Congress, does this
administration offer proposals that as-
sure a fair trade policy so many of our
industrial workers, such as steel-
workers and auto workers, do not get
thrown out of work through no fault of
their own? Do we do anything about
the import surge of steel, quite often
produced well below the cost of produc-
tion, sometimes because of unfair
dumping of steel on our market, some-
times because our workers lose their
jobs in relation to other developing
countries, workers who do not have the
right to organize and bargain collec-
tively, where there is no environmental
protection, where there is no support
for human rights, where people get
paid 13 cents an hour? Do we do any-
thing about that? No.

But, by golly, if you lose your job,
you are not going to be able to file for
chapter 7. You are going to have a very
difficult time making it in chapter 13,
rebuilding your life, or be in debt for
the rest of your life. This amendment
speaks for the 1,400 steelworkers who
lost their jobs on the Iron Range due to
unfair competition.

By the way, these steelworkers are
not really interested in even getting to
the point where they have to declare
bankruptcy. They would like us to do
something about an unfair trade pol-
icy. That is really what should be part
of our agenda. Many more jobs in the
timber industry are threatened by Ca-
nadian imports.

It is crystal clear that too many of
these families are going to need to file
for bankruptcy. If they do, I do not
think a bill aimed at scofflaws and
deadbeats should hold these workers
back from a fresh start. This amend-
ment would simply exempt from this
entire bill any debtor who files because
of a trade-related job loss. The people
are not gaming the system. They have
been devastated by the uncertainties of
the global economy, by forces beyond
their control. They have been dev-
astated by the failure of the Senate to
be on their side and pass legislation
that will assure fair trade. They should
not be subjected to this harsh bill.

Let me try to put the last 3 years in
context. I think it has been about 2%
or 3 years that we have been going
through this debate. It has been 2%z or
3 years that I have tried to prevent this
bill from passing. The majority leader
says he is very pleased by the vote on
cloture. I will let history judge us. The
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majority leader can be very pleased by
the vote. The majority leader can be
very pleased the Senate is about to
pass this very harsh bankruptcy bill.
But later on today, the big guys are
going to win. The big guys are going to
win, and the little people are going to
get smashed. There is no question
about it. It is embarrassing—or it
should be embarrassing to the Senate—
the number of articles and now media
coverage that have come out over the
last several weeks about all of the
ways in which this financial services
industry, broadly defined, has hijacked
this political process.

It should be embarrassing. There is
no one-to-one correlation. I have said
that many times over.

I accept the fact that my good friend,
Senator GRASSLEY, can have an hon-
estly held but different view. I am tell-
ing you that when it comes to elderly
people who are put under because of
medical bills and now cannot file chap-
ter 13 for another 13 years, or when it
comes to families, 50 percent of whom
file for bankruptcy because of medical
expenses, who are going to be put
through one provision and one hurdle
and another hurdle and another test,
which is going to make it so difficult
for them to file for chapter 7 or, for
that matter, to be able to rebuild their
economic lives, or when it comes to
workers who have lost their jobs and
don’t figure in really well with the 6
months of average income and are
going to find it so difficult to rebuild
their lives, or when it comes to women
where there has been a divorce in the
family—and all too often it is the
woman who is the one who really has
to take care of the children—when it
comes to a lot of low- and moderate-in-
come people, there is an awful lot of
harshness in this piece of legislation.

They never were able to mount the
same lobbying effort. They were never
able to get special provisions in the
bill. The auto makers or the auto deal-
ers get a special provision for them.
There was an article about that. It is
embarrassing.

Investors in Lloyd’s of London get a
special provision for themselves. It is
embarrassing.

The homestead exemption for mil-
lionaires or multimillionaires—it is
embarrassing.

I have to say it. I don’t see any bal-
ance to this legislation.

Senator DURBIN and others tried to
go after the predatory lending prac-
tices. They were not successful.

Is there any significant focus in this
legislation on the ways in which the
credit card industry pumps these credit
cards out to people so they are held ac-
countable? No.

Was the Senate willing to vote for
low-income and vulnerable people who
are picked on by loan sharks or take on
these payday loans or take on these
lenders? No.

Was the Senate willing to provide an
exemption for people who went under
because of medical bills? No.
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Today I have an amendment that at
least says do this for people who lost
their jobs. There will probably be again
another ‘‘no’’ vote.

We have in this legislation the fol-
lowing provisions:

Prebankruptcy credit counseling re-
quirements at the debtor’s expense.

So you lose your job. You are being
put under because of an injury or a dis-
ability or a medical bill based upon a
major illness. How do you counsel
away a job loss? Why are we asking
people who have lost their jobs or are
filing for bankruptcy because of med-
ical bills to go through prebankruptcy
credit counseling at their own expense?
Can someone explain that?

No limits on prefilings, regardless of
personal circumstances;

Revocation of automatic stay relief
for failure to surrender collateral;

You can’t file a new 7 case for 8 years
or a new chapter 13 case for 5 years.

There is no current law under chap-
ter 13. That is in one of my amend-
ments.

My friend—I wish I had known him
well—Hubert Humphrey, a Senator
from Minnesota, later Vice President
of the United States of America, once
said—and we have all heard this
quote—that the moral test of a society
in that matter of government is the
way we treat people in the dawn of
their lives, the children; the way we
treat people in the twilight of their
lives, the elderly; and the way we treat
people in the shadow of their lives, peo-
ple who are struggling with a dis-
ability; and people who are poor.

This bankruptcy bill fails that moral
test.

The majority leader says he is de-
lighted with the vote. I say to the ma-
jority leader I believe this piece of leg-
islation fails that moral test. I believe
the Senate, when it votes for this legis-
lation, will fail that moral test. I be-
lieve this will be a vote for the heavy
hitters, the investors, the well con-
nected, and the big players. And this
will be a vote against ordinary people.

Bankruptcy has been a safety net for
them—not just for low-income people
but for middle-income people as well.
It is being shredded with this piece of
legislation. I have tried, as my friend
from Iowa knows, for 2% to 3 years to
do this.

This bill is going to pass. When it
passes, all I can say is we will have to
judge it.

Initially, the case was made that it
was all about fraud—that people were
gaming the system. But the American
Bankruptcy Institute took care of that
argument when it said only 3 percent
were gaming the system. Other studies
got it up to 10 or 13 percent, at the
most, of people who were gaming the
system and who were filing for chapter
7 but really could pay back more. That
is not widespread fraud or abuse.

The argument that there was a dra-
matic increase in filing of bank-
ruptcies, although in the last year and
a half it has gone down, is kind of chas-
ing a problem that doesn’t exist. This
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economy may very well turn down.
Then there will be more people who
live in our States who will find them-
selves in difficult economic cir-
cumstances through no fault of their
own. They will go to try to file for
bankruptecy, and they will find it im-
possible to rebuild their economic
lives. And they will hold us account-
able. They will say: Were you on the
side of the financial services industry
with all of these big banks and all of
these big lenders and this credit card
industry? Why weren’t you on our side?

I think it is only fitting—I will con-
clude this way and reserve the rest of
my time—that the bankruptcy bill is
considered right after we did with the
ergonomics rule and right before cam-
paign finance reform because basically
last week when we were dealing with
repetitive stress injury, we took a rule
that was a result of 10 years of work—
repetitive stress injury, blue-collar,
white-collar workers, the majority of
workers women, the most serious in-
jury in the workplace, provide people
with some protection—and in 10 hours
the Senate overturned it. That was not
a good week for working people.

Then we go to bankruptcy. Now when
one of our constituents is injured in
the workplace—because we have
stripped away the protection—and she
can’t work because of a disability,
when she goes to file for bankruptcy,
she may find it impossible, given all of
these provisions and all of these hur-
dles and obstacles, to rebuild her life
for herself and her children.

Do we have out here for consider-
ation legislation to raise the minimum
wage? No.

Do we have any Kkind of legislation
that talks about a living wage; that is
to say, an income where people can
support their families and give their
children what they need and deserve?
No.

Do we have legislation that focuses
on affordable prescription drug costs
for elderly people? No.

Do we have legislation to expand
health care coverage for people so they
don’t have to file for bankruptcy? No.

Do we have legislation which would
call for much more by way of resources
to expand the amount of available low-
cost housing for people? This has be-
come a huge crisis. No.

Do we have legislation that calls for
a fair trade policy so that workers on
the Range and other workers in this
country don’t end up losing their jobs

through no fault of their own? No.

The only thing we have is a bill that
is a wish list for the credit card indus-
try and a nightmare for vulnerable
families and vulnerable citizens in
Minnesota and the country.

(Mr. ALLEN assumed the chair.)

Mr. President, I guess this is a bridge
to campaign finance reform because I
am not going to argue that any Sen-
ator’s vote or support for this bill is be-
cause of contributions because there
are Senators who have a different view-
point. Senator GRASSLEY absolutely be-
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lieves in this, has argued for it, has
been effective, and will get this bill
passed. It is what he believes. I know
that.

But I will say, thinking about it in
institutional terms, which is the only
way I can do it—mot in personal
terms—anybody can say any Senator’s
vote or position is based on campaign
finance. We do that to everybody. But
if you look at it in broader institu-
tional terms, I am sorry, this is a clas-
sic example of too few people with too
much wealth, too much power, too
much access, and too many people in
the country locked out, left behind.

If the standard of a representative
democracy is that each person should
count as one, and no more than one, I
will tell you something: This political
process fails that standard. And I will
tell you something else: I think the
next debate we have will be the most
fundamental debate of all when it
comes to what representative democ-
racy is about because if we fail that
test, that each person should count as
one, and no more than one—and there
is not one Senator in this Chamber who
believes that that is true; we have
strayed far away from that—then we
are undercutting representative de-
mocracy.

If legislation that is passed—and
what happens in the Senate; the major-
ity leader said he is so pleased about
this—is the result of who has power in
Washington, who can march on Wash-
ington every day, who can do a full
court press for several years, I hand it
to the financial services industry; you
have done that well.

If that is the test of a representative
democracy, the pattern of power in the
Nation’s Capital, we are in really seri-
ous trouble because a whole lot of ordi-
nary people are left out, and they know

it.

I will tell you what. This debate has
me thinking more about this campaign
finance reform bill. I do not want to
make an absolute commitment, but I
want to say a few things about it. I am
absolutely convinced that the McCain-
Feingold bill is a step in the right di-
rection. But most of the money is hard
money, not soft money. These pro-
posals to raise the limit from $2,000 to
6,000 are just unbelievable to me.

Do you know it is something like
four-tenths of 1 percent who contribute
over $200. So now what we are going to
say is, for the four-tenths of 1 percent
who can contribute over $200—who
have the big bucks, from whom all of
us ask for funding when we run for of-
fice—we are now going to put more im-
portance on these citizens, the highest
incomes and the wealthiest, who, by
the way, quite often contribute because
they want to support you, they do not
do it, hopefully, because they are cor-
rupt or because we are corrupt. But
now we are going to attach more im-
portance to them and leave even more
people out, and having even more peo-
ple believe if you pay, you play, and if
you don’t pay, you don’t play. I will
spend hours opposing that proposal.
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I am absolutely convinced McCain-
Feingold is a step in the right direction
but does not even get at one-tenth of
the way in which money hijacks poli-
tics. We have an example—I need to
say this well—of corruption—mot cor-
ruption as in the wrongdoing of indi-
vidual officeholders, the wrongdoing of
individual Senators; no, not that. I do
not think so. I do not think so. I am
trying to get everybody to like me. I do
not think so. I really believe not. But
there is a worse kind of corruption,
systemic corruption, where too few
people have all the access and the say.

This bankruptcy bill has been a per-
fect example of it. The vast majority of
the people are left out. There is a huge
imbalance between the big givers and
investors—yes, in both parties—and
the majority of people.

I will tell you something. I am going
to make sure we have a vote on a pub-
lic financing bill. I have written the
clean money/clean election bill. JOHN
KERRY has joined me on it. We should
have a vote on it.

When my good friend MITCH McCON-
NELL comes to the floor, first of all, he
will say it is constitutionally legal. It
is constitutional. That is what he will
say, which I appreciate. Then he will
say—and he will say it better than I
can say it—this is ‘‘food stamps’ for
politicians. Then we will have the de-
bate.

But the debate will be: But wait a
minute, do the elections belong to poli-
ticians? Does the Government belong
to politicians or does it belong to peo-
ple? And if you could take the clean
money/clean election efforts—success-
ful in Massachusetts, and started in
Maine, and then in Arizona—I forget
the other State—and Vermont; I am
sorry, Vermonters, people from
Vermont—why not apply that to Fed-
eral elections?

Another amendment would be to just
simply change three words in the Fed-
eral election code, which would allow
any State that wanted to—the Pre-
siding Officer might like this one—
which would just say: leave it up to
Virginia, leave it up to Iowa, leave it
up to Minnesota. And if our States
want to apply clean money/clean elec-
tion to Federal elections, they should
be able to do so.

There was an Eighth Circuit Court of
Appeals decision on this which said:
Look, Minnesota, if you want to apply
some kind of public financing to elec-
tions, we might be for it, but the way
the Federal election law reads, you
cannot. I would like to enable States to
do it if they want to; then let the dis-
cussion bubble up from the State level.

But I am telling you something.
What we have been going through over
the last couple of weeks, and the last
couple of years, on a variety of dif-
ferent pieces of legislation—what we
have done and what we have not done;
what has been on the agenda and what
has been off the agenda; what has been
on the table and what has been off the
table; who decides who benefits and
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who is asked to sacrifice—those are the
questions I ask.

As I look at this within that kind of
framework, we need McCain-Feingold-
plus. We need sweeping campaign fi-
nance reform, we need clean money,
and we need clean elections. Ulti-
mately, we have to go down the path of
the people owning these elections, and
therefore they will have a much better
chance of owning the Government and
a much better chance of defeating a
harsh bankruptcy bill.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

How much time do I have, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 minutes remaining.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time for later today. I
thank the Chair.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I have had an oppor-
tunity now for 30 minutes to listen to
the Senator from Minnesota. Besides
responding to his specific amendments,
I would like to—on, hopefully, the last
day of debating this bill; and there
have been a lot of ‘‘last days’ over the
last three Congresses to finally get a
bill to the President that will be signed
into law—take an opportunity to ex-
press some history.

First of all, let me suggest to the
Senator from Minnesota that there are
a lot of trade associations that are
very interested in getting this bill
passed. I am not oblivious to that. But
I think you ought to take into consid-
eration how Senator GRASSLEY got to
the point of considering legislation
such as this.

I have town meetings around Iowa,
just as I am sure you do in Minnesota.
You go to the small towns of Min-
nesota to hold town meetings; I go to
the small towns of Iowa, in each of the
99 counties every year, to hold town
meetings. Maybe it is not always a
town meeting. It might be at a coffee
break for the workers at a factory; it
might be at a Rotary Club, and all
those things. I have a dialog with my
constituents. And over the period of
the time I have been in the Senate—
maybe not immediately, but in the late
1980s and early 1990s—where did I first
hear about abuses of bankruptcy laws
that we passed in 1978, which were not
intended to make it easier to get into
bankruptcy but it ended up that way,
20 years later, so we realized?

It was from the small business people
of Main Street USA that I heard about
the irritating impact of people declar-
ing bankruptcy. Maybe in some of
those cases those bankruptcies would
have been legitimate. As we all agree,
some people deserve a fresh start. Even
under that circumstance, it is irri-
tating to the small businessperson to
have somebody declare bankruptcy and
then, maybe a month later, to see that
person driving a new car.

These are the impressions I have of
the use of bankruptcy that brought me

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to this point, along with the Senator
from Alabama, Mr. Heflin, who, until
he left the Senate in 1996, was either
chairman of this subcommittee when
Democrats were in the majority, or I
was the chairman and he was the rank-
ing member. He and I worked together
on bankruptcy legislation. It was noth-
ing very major through the 1980s and
early 1990s, just a technical correction
here or there. We were impressed with
the number of small businesspeople
who would tell us about the abuse of
bankruptcy laws, people not paying
their bills, and then the small
businessperson being stuck with it.
That is one point.

The second point is, over the period
since the 1978 law passed, we have had
a lot of changes in the economy of our
country and also the globalization of
the economy. The bankruptcy law has
not changed with the economics and
the changing conditions of the Amer-
ican economy. So early in the 1990s—
and I think it took us about 4 years to
get a commission set up—we decided,
even though we had been working on
bankruptcy legislation for a period of
time and making some technical cor-
rections, things of that nature—mnoth-
ing real major—we had been thinking
about how to handle this proposition of
some corrections, some fine-tuning of
the bankruptcy code—we decided to set
up the Bankruptcy Commission.

All during that period of time of
hearing from our constituents at the
grassroots of America about abuse of
bankruptcy laws or our seeing the need
for some change in bankruptcy laws be-
cause of the changing economy, we
never heard from these trade associa-
tions the Senator is referring to that a
commission ought to be set up to
change the bankruptcy laws. We set up
a commission not made up of political
people but experts in bankruptcy laws
to bring about some suggested changes.
Three Congresses ago, Senator DURBIN
and I introduced the results of that
commission.

Obviously, at that point, people
started lobbying for and against legis-
lation. That is the way the process has
worked for a long time. We are here
today not because of those trade asso-
ciations that are very much involved
for and against this bill. Don’t forget,
when you talk about the business in-
terests, there is as much fighting with-
in business as to who is going to be on
top or who is going to be on the bottom
in the priorities as there is between
business as creditors and the debtors
the Senator is protecting.

There is a lot of dispute among these
trade associations; there is a lot of dis-
pute among various segments of our
business community as to just exactly
how the laws should be changed. I sug-
gest to the Senator that there is prob-
ably as much effort in lobbying be-
tween business as there is between all
business on one hand and the debtors
on the other hand.

I am not saying anything he said is
incorrect, nothing whatsoever. I am
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just saying that, please, look at it from
the perspective of the 15 years that I
have been involved in bankruptcy leg-
islation and how we came from point A
to point B today.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will yield.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The reason I make
this awkward request is that in just a
minute or two, I have to go back to the
office for a conversation with journal-
ists about a mental health bill. I apolo-
gize for leaving.

I say to the Senator from Iowa two
things: First, here is our disagreement.
I think there has been abuse. That is
what the Senator from Iowa has fo-
cused on and heard about in his town
meetings. I just think, to be as honest
as I can be, that we have lost our way,
and we went way beyond dealing with
the abuse and ended up with this bill,
as opposed to the original bill. I was
the only vote against it. Frankly, if I
had known what was going to happen,
I wish I would have voted for it. I think
we lost our way, and we went way be-
yond dealing with the abuse. We have
written a bill that makes it easier for
the credit card companies. That is my
honest view. I have been speaking
about this day after day.

I thank my colleague for what he
said. This may sound too flowery—if
that is the right word—but I don’t
think there is anything the Senator
from Iowa would say on the floor of the
Senate that I would not believe came
out of his personal and political con-
viction. I know that, period.

This is a profound and deep, honest
disagreement. It is not personal. He is
a great Senator.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for his kind remarks
and his intellectually honest approach
to this issue, even though there is
great disagreement. One of the tests, I
suggest to the Senator from Min-
nesota, that my position might be
right is the fact that this bill passed
three Congresses ago, 97-1. It passed
two Congresses ago, one time 84-13, an-
other time 70-28. It would be the law of
the land now because we had the votes
to override a veto, except that it was
pocket vetoed by President Clinton. It
was not vetoed by President Clinton in
the way that we could override it.

I hope, for the cynical people—maybe
everybody is somewhat cynical about
Congress, but some people are more
cynical than others—they are a little
less cynical on legislation that gets
broad bipartisan support. In other
words, what I am saying is, there are 31
Members of Senator WELLSTONE’S
party who voted for cloture on this bill
yesterday to help us get it passed. That
is a test that this legislation is well
compromised—in my judgment, maybe
too much compromised; I would rather
have a stronger bill—and it is a good
product to send to the President to be
the law of the land.

This legislation should be passed. I
hope it will. T am going to leave to
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other Republicans to speak about the
merits or demerits of the Wellstone
legislation because I have to go to a
committee meeting. I do want to give a
historical context of why we are here
today.

I pursued this bankruptcy legislation
because I have a real conviction that
when you are right, you eventually win
out. This is the third Congress. It
would be the law of the land now ex-
cept for President Clinton’s pocket
veto. President Bush has said he will
sign it. The bipartisanship shows the
rightness of it. We are going to have an
example this year of right winning out.

I thank the Senator from Utah for
coming to the floor. The distinguished
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
has done so much to help move this
legislation along, particularly when I
have been so busy as the new chairman
of the Senate Finance Committee. I
thank Senator HATCH for doing that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am here
in opposition to the Wellstone amend-
ment to permit a debtor to repeatedly
use chapter 13. The effect of his amend-
ment is that it strikes the provisions of
the reform act which require a debtor
to wait 5 years between chapter 13
bankruptcies.

Present law allows the debtor to file
repeated chapter 13s, one right after
another. The amendment is unneces-
sary. Senator LEAHY and myself have
already worked out an adjustment to
be included in the managers’ amend-
ment, which permits a debtor to refile
a chapter 13 within 2 years after a pre-
vious bankruptcy and provides a hard-
ship exception if the debtor absolutely
has to have chapter 13 relief more fre-
quently.

The amendment encourages debtors
to repeatedly use chapter 13 regardless
of whether they need it. It undercuts
personal responsibility. Repeated use
of chapter 13 should only be rarely nec-
essary. It should never be allowed, un-
less a judge determines the debtor is
really experiencing hardship. The
amendment encourages bankruptcy
mills to abuse the system by repeat-
edly putting their clients into chapter
13. This is a documented abuse that has
been noted by many observers.

It is difficult for me to see what
merit the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota finds in this particular
amendment. I oppose this amendment
that would undercut personal responsi-
bility and encourage abuse of the bank-
ruptcy system.

I hope our colleagues will vote this
amendment down.

Now, with regard to the other amend-
ments the Senator from Minnesota has
called up this morning, I oppose the
Wellstone amendment to allow the
debtor to defraud the court and shield
income.

With regard to this legislation, the
legislation calculates a debtor’s ‘‘cur-
rent monthly income’ for purposes of
the means test by averaging the debt-
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or’s monthly income from all sources
over a 6-month period.

The amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota would change
the time period to a 2-month period in-
stead of 6 months. This amendment
would allow the debtor to defraud the
system more easily. By limiting the
scope of current monthly income, the
amendment allows the debtor to hide
earnings from the court more easily.
For example, it may be worthwhile for
the debtor to quit a job for 2 months in
order to have no income for purposes of
the means test than to take the income
into account and risk being converted
to chapter 13.

The point of the legislation is to cut
down on loopholes, not create them.
This amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota creates an ob-
vious loophole, which would allow
debtors to game the system prior to fil-
ing.

A 2-month period does not give an ac-
curate picture of an individual’s in-
come. Wealthier debtors may receive
quarterly or semiannual investment
distributions which may not be picked
up under the Wellstone definition if the
debtor is lucky, or extremely clever.

Supporters of the amendment may
claim a 6-month period is too long,
taking into account income or cir-
cumstances that are no longer relevant
at the time of filing; that is, the debtor
may have recently lost his job. This is
the exact reason the legislation in-
cludes provisions to allow the judge to
take such ‘‘special circumstances’ into
account. It is more appropriate to
deter fraud in all cases and allow the
judge to allow special circumstances in
some cases than to presume such cir-
cumstances in all cases while making
fraud easier.

So I hope our colleagues will oppose
that Wellstone amendment as well.

I also oppose the Wellstone amend-
ment excepting those who lose their
jobs on account of imports from all
provisions of the reform legislation.

The effect of his amendment is, if a
debtor can demonstrate ‘‘the reason for
filing is due to the debtor having
become unemployed’ on account of im-
ports, the debtor is exempt from every
provision of S. 420 except those he or
she elects to cover them.

The amendment unwisely creates two
classes of debtors: One class must use
the bankruptcy bill as 420 would amend
it, and another class can use bank-
ruptcy law as it exists today, or pick
and choose what provisions of this new
law apply. To allow some group of our
citizens, no matter how unfortunate, to
pick and choose what parts of the law
will apply to them is absolutely un-
precedented.

The amendment would allow debtors
to evade child support, alimony, and
marital property settlement provisions
of this bill that help women and chil-
dren. That is one thing this bill is
doing—moving women and children, or
spouses and children, to the front of
the line. The debtor who owes child
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support could evade his basic respon-
sibilities to pay child support by fit-
ting under the loophole created by the
Wellstone amendment.

This particular amendment would
allow debtors to evade the homestead
exemption caps imposed by this bill.

The amendment is unworkable. For
example, creditors would not know if
they had to make the truth-in-lending
disclosures this bill imposes on them
until after the debtor files for bank-
ruptcy; yet the disclosures must be
given in credit card solicitations and
on the monthly statement.

The amendment would have the
strange effect of apparently exempting
creditors from complying with con-
sumer protections in this bill, such as
the reaffirmation reforms, the restric-
tions on creditors that fail to credit
plan payments, the privacy protec-
tions, and so forth.

The amendment ignores the basic re-
ality that the bill’s primary effect is to
require debtors who have the means to
repay a meaningful portion of their
debts. In most cases, people who lose
their jobs will likely not be affected by
the means test. For those who still
have the ability to repay a meaningful
portion of their debts—because they
are independently wealthy, regardless
of employment—the fact that the per-
son lost a job has nothing to do with
whether the debtor can repay a mean-
ingful portion of his or her debt.

We cannot allow this loophole in this
legislation. Although I am sure the ef-
forts of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota are well intentioned and
made in good faith, the fact is these
amendments would do a great deal of
harm rather than good and would un-
dermine the purposes of this bill and
what we are trying to do, which is
bring honesty and justice to the bank-
ruptcy code.

I surely hope our colleagues will vote
down all three of the amendments of
the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota and that we can go forward and,
of course, get this bill completed
today. I hope we can keep all amend-
ments from being on this bill, except
perhaps the managers’ package, which
we hope we can work out before final
passage.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the hour of
10:30 having arrived, the Senator from
Wisconsin, Mr. KOHL, is recognized to
call up No. 68, on which there shall be
90 minutes of debate, equally divided.

AMENDMENT NO. 68

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I send this
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL]
proposes an amendment numbered 68.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer an amendment with Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN to eliminate the most
flagrant abuse of the bankruptcy sys-
tem—the unlimited homestead exemp-
tion.

The homestead exemption allows
debtors in five states to purchase ex-
pensive homes and shield millions of
dollars from their creditors. All too
often, millionaire debtors take advan-
tage of this loophole by buying man-
sions in states with unlimited exemp-
tions like Florida and Texas, and de-
claring bankruptcy—yet continuing to
live like Kkings. Our amendment will
generously cap the homestead exemp-
tion at $125,000—that is, it permits a
debtor to keep $125,000 of equity in his
home after declaring bankruptcy.

The Senate voted on our amendment
last session 76-22 after rejecting an
amendment that would have gutted our
amendment by a vote of 69-29. That
was the right thing to do then, and it
is the right thing to do now.

Let me give you a few of the numer-
ous examples of rich debtors taking ad-
vantage of this loophole:

Abe Gosman, a health care and real
estate magnate, declared bankruptcy
last week in Florida citing debts of
over $233 million. Despite these debts
incurred from business losses in Massa-
chusetts and Rhode Island, he will hold
onto his 64,000 square foot mansion in
West Palm Beach on a street known as
‘“‘Billionaire’s Row.”

This January, convicted Wall Street
financier Paul Bilzerian filed bank-
ruptcy for the second time while owing
at least $140 million in debts, but still
kept his $6 million, 37,000 square foot
Florida mansion.

Movie star Burt Reynolds wrote off
more than $8 million in debt through
bankruptcy, but still held onto his $2.5
million estate, named Valhalla.

Sadly, those examples are just the
tip of the iceberg. We asked the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to study this
problem. They estimated that 400
homeowners in Florida and Texas—all
with over $100,000 in home equity—
profit from this unlimited exemption
each year. While they continue to live
in luxury, they write off an estimated
$120 million owed to honest creditors.
A Brown University study estimated
that 3 percent of all people who move
to Texas and Florida are motivated by
bankruptcy concerns.

Opponents of this amendment will
say that while their hearts are with us
on this issue, there is a compromise in
this bill that is satisfactory. That is,
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they simply require someone be a resi-
dent of a state for 2 years. Unfortu-
nately, that so-called compromise is so
watered down that it doesn’t accom-
plish anything. Instead, it bends over
backwards for millionaire debtors who
are trying to evade their creditors.

There are several ways that the cur-
rent provision fails. First, it is easily
evaded. It lets anyone who has had
their home for more than two years to
take advantage of the homestead loop-
hole. Bankruptcy professors through-
out the nation have written us to say
that any decent bankruptcy planner
will be able to stall for two years while
their client squirrels money away in a
mansion and away from creditors. If
you can afford a multi-million dollar
house, you can afford an attorney good
enough to get around this provision.

Second, the provision would do abso-
lutely nothing to catch the wealthy
debtor who already lives in Florida,
Texas, or three other states. Former
Governor John Connally, who hid mil-
lions from his creditors in Texas, and
Burt Reynolds, who shielded $2.5 mil-
lion in Florida, do not deserve their
mansions any more than people who
just moved to Florida from Wisconsin
or California.

For these reasons, Mr. President, the
provision in the bill is just not good
enough. It is a blueprint for rich debt-
ors. It shows them how to dodge their
creditors. Avoiding personal responsi-
bility and using the bankruptcy laws
as a method of financial planning is
contrary to the stated purpose of this
bill. A hard cap is not only the best
policy; it also sends the best message:
bankruptcy is a tool of last resort, not
financial planning. And it gives credi-
bility to reform by targeting the worst
abusers, no matter how wealthy.

This is a simple idea that makes
sense. There is no greater bankruptcy
abuse than this. Last Congress, an
overwhelming number of our col-
leagues agreed with us and voted to cap
the homestead exemption by a vote of
76-22. The vote this year is exactly the
same as the one last Congress. If you
were against rich debtors avoiding
their creditors last time, then you
should be against rich debtors avoiding
their creditors this time.

Mr. President. I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Utah,
Mr. HATCH.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, one of
the most difficult aspects of this bank-
ruptcy bill we have had is trying to re-
solve the problems with regard to home
ownership and homestead exemption.
It has been a very difficult problem and
we have worked on both sides of Cap-
itol Hill to try to come up with a solu-
tion that will work. Frankly, the solu-
tion we have come up with is in this
bill, basically recognizing the States
have the right to set the homestead
cap rather than the Federal Govern-
ment.

My distinguished friend, Senator
KoHL, is trying to change that with
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this amendment. This amendment
jeopardizes bankruptcy reform by
stripping out the bipartisan com-
promise homestead provision that we
have worked out over a long period of
time, over many years. This bipartisan
compromise homestead exemption is in
the bill, and the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin would require home eq-
uity, wherever acquired, that exceeds
$125,000, will be subject to collection
under the bankruptcy code. The bipar-
tisan compromise homestead provision
now in the bill substantially improves
current law by requiring home equity
acquired within 2 years before bank-
ruptcy, not to exceed $100,000, to be
subject to crediting in a bankruptcy es-
tate.

What the code does is prohibits indi-
viduals from shielding more than
$100,000 in new equity in their home—
paying down the mortgage, building an
addition—if that new equity was ob-
tained within 2 years of filing.

Finally, the compromise would dis-
allow any acquisition of homestead
property within 7 years of filing if done
to ‘“‘delay, hinder, or defraud” a cred-
itor.

The amendments proposed by Sen-
ators KOHL and FEINSTEIN would add no
additional antifraud protection and
would, instead, threaten final passage
of the bankruptcy bill. The Bush ad-
ministration supports the existing
homestead language contained in the
underlying bill, the compromise that
we have all worked out, and the Kohl-
Feinstein amendment is opposed by the
National Governors’ Association and
the National Conference of State Leg-
islators. I think we would be very
wrong to go against allowing the
States to set their own standards in
this area.

Some States will have different
standards than others, but it is up to
the States. If they set the standards
too high or too low, they are going to
suffer as a result of it. They will gradu-
ally get it right. But for us to arbi-
trarily set a homestead exemption
standard here in the Senate, in this
bankruptcy bill, is the wrong thing to
do. I prefer to leave it up to the States.

I hope our colleagues will vote
against this homestead exemption lan-
guage of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Mr. KOHL.

Mr. KOHL. Just briefly, to respond to
Senator HATCH, bankruptcy is a Fed-
eral proceeding that occurs in Federal
courts, so there is every logical reason
to have Federal standards. Right now,
there are only five States with an un-
limited exemption—Florida, Texas,
South Dakota, Nebraska, and Iowa—
and only two States have one over
$125,000, and that is $200,000. Those two
States are Minnesota and Massachu-
setts. Every other State has an exemp-
tion of $125,000, which is ours, or less.
The argument that every State should
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be allowed to set an unlimited exemp-
tion if they so wish is not logical be-
cause it is not a States rights issue.
Bankruptcy is a Federal issue.

I think that argument doesn’t hold
water. Again, I point out the exemp-
tion that has been worked out simply
says that a person would have to have
2 years residency in any one of these
five States, and then they could shield
an unlimited amount in a home in a
bankruptcy proceeding. As I said in my
earlier statement, it is very easy to
work a 2-year residency while you are
planning to have a bankruptcy pro-
ceeding. Furthermore, it does nothing
to address the issue of people who cur-
rently live in those five States—maybe
for 5 years, 10 years, 15 years, or 20
years. They would have the oppor-
tunity to shield an unlimited amount
in a home.

This is a very simple amendment. We
debated it 2 years ago, and by a 76-22
margin, the Senate accepted that
amendment 2 years ago. We are simply
requesting that same expression of the
Senate’s intent be stated again today.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Kansas. Who yields
time to the Senator?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
rise to speak against the amendment.

Mr. HATCH. I will be happy to yield
10 minutes to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the chair-
man of the committee for yielding the
10-minute time for me to speak on this
topic.

Mr. President, we have an issue that
has been worked on extensively. I ap-
preciate my colleague from Wisconsin
bringing this back to the floor this
year. We had spirited debate and dis-
cussion on it last year. We had an ag-
gressive effort to work this out in con-
ference. We did—I don’t think to
everybody’s satisfaction—but there are
a number of people on that side of the
aisle and our side of the aisle who
thought this was an area that should
be addressed.

I personally think this is an area
that should be left in the State’s con-
stitution and away from bankruptcy
law the way it has been for 132 years,
and I continue to believe that now. But
what has come forward has been a com-
promise that has been worked out by a
number of people who worked on the
bankruptcy issue, people of good faith
from different perspectives, and that
compromise is in the bill.

The chairman of the committee
spoke about what that compromise
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was. To deviate from that will cause a
number of us to then say that is some-
thing with which we will not be able to
live. I personally will be voting against
the bill if that is in it, and I will fight
this bill coming back in any form from
conference if it has this new language
in it.

I respect the thoughts on the part of
my colleague from Wisconsin. I know
his heart is good and clear on this.

But there is another matter here for
me; that is, Kansas, along with a num-
ber of other States, has put in the
State constitution a homestead provi-
sion that says you are entitled to be
able to keep your home and 160 contig-
uous acres. This dates back to the pe-
riod of homesteading, which Kansas,
the State of Nebraska, and the United
States granted to people. It said, if for
5 years you can go out there and tame
160 acres and build a home, you get to
keep it. It is yours. That is your home-
stead. We settled much of the Midwest
in that way—not all of it. It was set-
tled that way.

Over succeeding years, a number of
farmers would borrow against the land.
They would say, I need to buy fer-
tilizer, or seed, or some stock and cat-
tle to put on it. They would borrow
against the land. Then a bad market
would hit, or bad weather would hit,
and they would lose the land. So a
number of States built not just in their
laws but their constitution a law to say
you can protect your home and 160 con-
tiguous acres so you can farm again.

This was very much thought through,
and it has been used a lot—even as re-
cently as the eighties in Kansas. This
provision was used extensively by
farmers who lost most of their land,
most of their machinery, and most of
their livestock. But they could keep
the home and 160 acres to be able to
start farming again.

At that time, I did a number of fore-
closures for farmers, defending farm-
ers, and bankruptcy work for farmers.
A number of them lost everything but
the home and 160 acres. Today they are
still out there farming—some because
they were able to protect it. They were
able to continue and start farming
again.

A compromise has been carefully
worked out in this legislation that says
we are not going to let people defraud
others, or try to protect more than
they are entitled to, and we are going
to continue to allow States 2 years
out—people who have lived there for
more than 2 years—to protect what the
State law would allow you to protect.

In my State, 160 acres is your home-
stead; or, in town, a home and one-half
acre. That is in our law and the con-
stitution of the State of Kansas. I
think that is fully appropriate. It is
fair. I think it is right, and it is what
a number of States have done.

I point out some of the States that
have worked on this either in their
constitution or in their laws—Florida,
Iowa, Kansas, South Dakota, Texas,
Oklahoma, Minnesota, and Massachu-
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setts. And there are other States that
have different provisions as well.

We have had a Federal bankruptcy
law for 133 years that has not addressed
this issue and has said this should be
left to what an individual State would
decide. If California or Wisconsin or
Kansas want to do this differently
within their State, we will let the
State determine what they want to do.
I think it is important we allow that
provision to continue. The effect of
this would be that the Federal Govern-
ment identifies this law and would say
for the first time in 133 years that we
are going to take up this issue.

There have been a few high profile in-
stances of abuse of the homestead ex-
emption. Debtors have moved to other
States to take advantage of a higher
exemption in that State or have trans-
ferred assets of the homestead to shield
them. Those are, by far, the exception
rather than the rule.

I can tell you that during the 1980s
during the bankruptcy crisis in Kansas
they weren’t moving. Some were trying
to shield assets but most were trying
to hold onto enough so they could start
farming again. That is, by far, the typ-
ical situation, while there have been
some high profile cases where it has
been different. In fact, a recent survey
of bankruptcies by the Executive Office
for the United States Trustees said
they ‘‘did not find a single debtor who
came close to the popular stereotype of
homestead abuse. Our conclusion is
that this is a relatively rare phe-
nomenon in bankruptcy.”’

For every Burt Reynolds-type exam-
ple out there, there are hundreds of
honest, middle-class people who find
themselves in financial trouble who
would be forced to move out of their
homes or off their farms under this
particular well-meaning amendment.
As well meaning as it may be, it is
going to hit them, and it is going to
harm them.

What is in the bill now to end home-
stead abuse?

The bill now contains compromise
language on the homestead issue that
was adopted during the debate on the
bill last year. That was approved by
the Senate as part of the overall bill by
a T0-vote margin. We worked a long
time to get this language worked out.
There were a lot of parties involved.
We were able to get it through by a 70-
vote majority. Taken together, the
protections against homestead abuse
contained in the bill virtually guar-
antee that the few instances of true
abuse will never occur again.

They include a cap of $100,000, in-
dexed to inflation, on any new equity
obtained in the homestead within 2
years of filing for bankruptcy. Thus, a
debtor would not be able to shield a
$200,000 addition to a house built within
2 years of filing. This would, however,
leave the large majority of home-
owners unaffected since very few home-
owners can expect to acquire more
than $100,000 in equity within a 2-year
period.
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The bill requires that, before a debtor
can use the homestead exemption in a
particular State, he or she must have
resided in that State for no less than 2
years. This will prevent the problem of
“forum shopping’’ by bankruptcy fil-
ers.

If you are trying to plan bankruptcy
and looking more than 2 years out,
that is a pretty aggressive effort. And,
like I said, from the Bankruptcy Trust-
ees’ perspective in their study, they
don’t find any cases of this abuse, and
there is a relatively very rare phe-
nomenon of that.

The bill contains a heightened scru-
tiny of any transfer of assets to the
homestead made within 7 years of fil-
ing for bankruptcy done to ‘‘delay,
hinder, or defraud” creditors—for ex-
ample, getting cash from a credit card
to fraudulently pay-down a mortgage
before filing for bankruptcy.

The bill now makes it very hard for
anyone who makes or who can make
above the national median income to
even file chapter 7, where the home-
stead exemption is at issue. This effec-
tively guarantees that high-income
debtors will not be able to shield their
assets in their home and discharge
their debts.

Finally, these and other general pro-
visions of the bill and of existing law
grant any bankruptcy judge in the
country the power to disallow the use
of the homestead or any other exemp-
tion, if it is being used improperly to
shield assets. The bankruptcy judge
can step in as well and say: No. I am
not going to allow this to take place.

With all of these protections against
abuse or fraud, one can only conclude
that this amendment will have the ef-
fect of forcing middle-class Americans
to sell their homes if they encounter fi-
nancial difficulty.

As I stated, if this gets in the bill, I
will be voting against the overall bank-
ruptcy bill, and I will be fighting
against it coming out of conference. 1
will be fighting against it in conference
and on the floor by every means pos-
sible. It is in the Kansas Constitution.
Their right of a homestead is in it. It is
in the constitution of several States. It
is something that has been used by
farmers for generations and will con-
tinue to be used.

For those reasons, I will adamantly
oppose the Kohl amendment, with as
much respect as I have for the Senator
from Wisconsin and his heart and his
desire to see that people do not fraudu-
lently keep too many of their assets.
But it is going to have a detrimental
impact on my State. I cannot support
that.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I will brief-
ly respond to the Senator from Kansas.

He argues against changing what is
in the current bill and is against ac-
cepting my amendment and believes
that farmers would undergo an extreme
correction.
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This bill and its amendment can be
crafted for acceptance on the floor
today to protect a farmer’s exemption.
There is a recognition that the inten-
tion of this amendment is not to im-
poverish any farmers or homesteaders,
as Senator BROWNBACK has referred.
And if that language is not clear
enough, we would be more than happy
to work out the farmer exemption,
which is currently in our amendment.
The intent of our amendment is not to
do anything to get at family farmers
who have owned their land for many
years and who would be impoverished
beyond reasonableness in a bankruptcy
proceeding.

I don’t think it is an argument that
should be used against this amendment
because the amendment includes the
recognition that farmers need an ex-
emption.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Who yields time?

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is an
attempt to start some votes in about
half an hour, at about 11:35. We have a
long list of people who have germane
amendments. If any of those individ-
uals wish to offer their amendments,
this would be an ideal time to do that.
As the day wears on, there is going to
be less and less time to do that. There
may come a time when all time has ex-
pired and they will not be able to call
up their amendments.

So if those people who have germane
amendments wish to come and offer
them, they should do so because other-
wise—I have spoken to Senator HATCH
and Senator LEAHY, and we could be
finished early this afternoon on every-
thing.

So I think the Senator from Utah
would agree, Senators should get over
here and get moving on these amend-
ments; otherwise, there will come a
time this afternoon when there will not
be any time and we will wrap up con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I agree with the distin-
guished Senator. I think we should
move ahead. I understand there is one
other person, the distinguished Senator
from Texas, who would like to speak on
the Kohl amendment. After she gets
here and gives her remarks, we intend
to proceed to a vote on the Kohl
amendment. Then we will try to stack
votes on the two Leahy amendments, I
think with a minute on each side to ex-
plain them, if I have that right. So we
are hopeful we can move this.

Mr. REID. If my friend will yield, the
mere fact that you have a germane

S2331

amendment does not mean it automati-
cally is protected. There are certain
procedures that have to be initiated be-
fore there can be a vote.

The point is, we have had some down
time already this morning. We will
have some during the noon hour. These
amendments could be called up.

So I hope people who have these
amendments—they are listed; it would
be easy to ascertain who they are and
what the amendments are—will call
them up as soon as possible.

There are some people who have al-
ready started calling the Cloakroom.
They have other things they want to do
this evening and tomorrow and are
asking us when we are going to be able
to complete this bill.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today in opposition to the Kohl-
Feinstein amendment now before the
Senate. I do so because it is unwar-
ranted and unwise—it is an intrusion
upon well-established State constitu-
tions and laws—and because it throws
out the window a carefully crafted
compromise reached last year on this
issue that virtually guarantees the
elimination of any fraud or abuse of
State homestead exemptions.

I am pleased to be joined in my oppo-
sition to this amendment by my col-
leagues from Kansas and Florida, as
well as the managers of the bill, Sen-
ators HATCH, GRASSLEY, and SESSIONS,
as well as our leader and assistant
leader, Senators LOTT and NICKLES.

Also on our side is the President of
the United States who has singled out
this issue in the bankruptcy debate and
who supports the existing language in
the bill.

Finally, my colleagues should know
that the National Governors’ Associa-
tion, the National Conference of State
Legislatures, and the National Associa-
tion of Home Builders strongly oppose
this amendment.

As my colleagues know, this amend-
ment would impose a one-size-fits-all
nationwide cap of $125,000 on all State
homestead exemptions in bankruptcy. I
must confess that I don’t think you
could, by any stretch of the imagina-
tion, say that property values in Wis-
consin are the same as those in Florida
or New York the same as those in Cali-
fornia or Texas the same as those in
Kansas. The arbitrary limit runs
roughshod over the constitution and
laws of at least nine States that have
homestead protection above that
amount.

In my home State of Texas, we don’t
even mention amount. We go by acre-
age. It is in the State constitution. It
has been there for over 100 years. Other
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States that have different caps are
Kansas, Iowa, South Dakota, OKkla-
homa, Minnesota, and Massachusetts.

It would also immediately threaten
the homestead exemptions of two other
States, Nevada and California, which
are right at the $125,000 figure that is
in their amendment. It would threaten
two States, and it would, frankly,
threaten all States because there is no
allowance in the amendment for the
rate of real estate inflation which we
all know has been on the rise in recent
years.

This is a States rights issue. We
have, for over 130 years, allowed the
States to set homestead exemptions be-
cause, clearly, property values are dif-
ferent in different States. Bankruptcy
is a Federal issue. Homestead exemp-
tions have been allowed to be set by
the States because we differ in our ap-
proach to homesteads and to bank-
ruptcy itself. It is important that we
address this issue in a way that allows
States to have the ability to keep their
constitutions intact. There is no over-
riding interest for us to run over a
State constitution.

It is very important that we curb
fraud and abuse. That is why this bill
contains the airtight antifraud and
antiabuse provisions that it does.
Under this bill, you must live in a
State for at least 2 years before you
can even avail yourself of that State’s
homestead exemption. Moreover, even
if you have lived in a State for more
than 2 years, you can only protect up
to $100,000 in any new equity you ob-
tain in that home within 2 years of fil-
ing for bankruptcy. This eliminates the
scenario of someone running to a
State, buying a home, putting a lot of
equity into it, and then filing for bank-
ruptcy.

It is important that we look at this
issue in the bigger picture of bank-
ruptcy reform. When we took this
amendment up last year, it passed
overwhelmingly in the Senate. The
House was diametrically opposed. The
House had a State opt-out. That would
have been my position, to keep States
rights in the homestead exemption as
it has been for 130 years. I would like
to have had the House position. I lost
on the Senate floor.

When this bill went to conference,
this amendment was hammered out in
a very hard-fought conference negotia-
tion. What was hammered out between
the two Houses and agreed to by the
House and Senate is what we have in
the bill today.

Senator SESSIONS  and Senator
GRASSLEY were two of those who
fought hard for the Kohl amendment
last year. This year they are saying:
Stay with the bill so we can keep the
compromise that was forged last year
and so we will have a chance to get in
place the other bankruptcy reforms
that this bill provides.

They are doing something that I
think has great integrity because they
are saying, we have hammered it out
now let’s stick to the agreement we
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made. In fact, I urged my colleagues on
the House side not to go back to their
original position because I thought the
Senate would stick with the bill. I
think this goes against what we ham-
mered out last year, and the bill was
vetoed by President Clinton, so we are
back this year. But President Bush,
who has the ability to veto the bill
again, has specifically said he hopes
the provision that is in the bill that
would be altered by the Kohl amend-
ment stays in the bill.

If we vote for the Kohl amendment,
we are now putting the bill in jeopardy
once again, and if we don’t prevail in
conference with what is in the bill
today, we could face another delay or,
possibly, a veto of the bankruptcy re-
form bill.

So if you are a Senator who favors
bankruptcy reform, you should not
vote for the Kohl-Feinstein amend-
ment. Instead, you should stick with
the bill, stick with the compromise
that was forged in a bipartisan way in
Congress last year between the House
and the Senate, and let’s allow States
to have the ability to set their own
homestead exemptions, except in the
case of fraud and abuse and in the case
of someone who moves and in 2 years
declares bankruptcy.

I think the bill provides closure of
every loophole that would allow some-
one to come in, buy a big house, de-
clare bankruptcy, and still have the big
house in which to live. The statistics
show that the declarations of bank-
ruptcy in the last couple of years have
actually gone down. So the purpose of
the bankruptcy bill has been alleviated
by the fact that people are not declar-
ing as many bankruptcies.

What we want to do is provide a fair
bill that deals with creditors in a fair
way but also requires that people pay
their debts, if they possibly can. That
is the purpose of the bankruptcy re-
form bill. Running roughshod over
States rights is not a good addition to
this bill. And, of course, if we do run
roughshod over States rights, I could
not possibly support a bill that would
violate my State’s constitution. It
would be unthinkable.

So I am urging my colleagues to set
this to rest once and for all with the
compromise that was hard fought, but
forged, last year between the two
Houses of Congress, if you believe in
real bankruptcy reform. If you do, we
should not let this amendment derail
the whole bill. If it passes and if it pre-
vails, it will do so. I hope that does not
happen.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I will just
respond to the Senator from Texas. I
think one of the major arguments, if
not the major argument, she makes is
that this amendment is about States
rights, in her opinion, and that we
should preserve States rights.

I want to make the point that, in my
judgment, nothing could be further
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from the truth because anybody who
files for bankruptcy is choosing to in-
voke Federal law in a Federal court to
get a fresh start, which is uniquely a
Federal benefit. So in these cir-
cumstances it is only fair to impose
Federal kinds of limits.

In fact, this bill is full of provisions
that do rewrite State law. For exam-
ple, one of the provisions in this bill es-
tablishes a Federal provision that al-
lows creditors to come into a debtor’s
home, if necessary, to take their stereo
and then sell it. So there is no reason
Federal law should determine if you
can keep a stereo but not the amount
of equity in your house. I believe this
argument about States rights with re-
spect to a Federal bankruptcy bill just
doesn’t equate.

The other point she makes is that we
worked out a generous compromise and
that is the one we should keep. That is
the compromise that requires 2 years
of residency before you can keep the
equity in your house to the full extent.
Bankruptcy professors and practi-
tioners across our Nation have told us,
and will tell you, that the 2-year resi-
dency requirement is something that
any planner can deal with in providing
for the bankruptcy of their client. So
that is not an adequate kind of a reso-
lution, and that is why we are here
today to make our arguments in favor
of this amendment.

I thank the Chair.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
say to the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin that I think the fact that we
have a 7-year antifraud lookback cer-
tainly assures that someone who is
planning a bankruptcy and comes in
and makes the 2-year move is still
going to be very vulnerable. In fact,
that was part of the hard-fought com-
promise.

That 7-year antifraud lookback
means it doesn’t matter what else is in
your favor if you have fraudulently
tried to come in and, within 5 years or
6 years—which it would be very hard to
plan for—declare a bankruptcy; then
you can go back 7 years to make sure
you catch someone who would defraud
the court or the debtors and lenders of
another State.

Secondly, I think that to take away
what has been a State right for 130
years is against the rest of the States
rights that are allowed in the exemp-
tions the Federal courts take into ac-
count. We don’t put a limit on the
value of personal property. Someone
could have a fabulous art collection
and defraud creditors, perhaps, in one
State. We haven’t taken on that. They
could have a great car collection that
would not have a cap.

The point is, if someone does this in
a fraudulent way, we have steps in the
bill that can be taken to keep someone
from defrauding their lender. We take
care of that in the bill. But we have
different property values in different
States. We have different valuations in
personal property, different valuations
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of cars, and we in this country have ac-
knowledged that, very wisely, for the
last 130 years.

It is certainly not unusual but, in
fact, oftentimes the Federal courts
look to the State laws to be the guid-
ing principle. So that is not an argu-
ment not to allow States rights to pre-
vail as they have for 130 years in this
country.

So I hope we will look at the bigger
picture and keep States rights intact.
We have amply provided for antifraud
provisions in the compromise that was
forged between the two Houses last
year. I hope the Senate will stick with
that compromise and keep the integ-
rity of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I want to
respond briefly. There is in the bank-
ruptcy code today a limit on cars. I
think it is $5,000. There is a limit on
art, along with other provisions, which
I think is at $8,000. The claim that you
can shield an unlimited amount of art,
or a fabulous car collection, in a bank-
ruptcy proceeding today is simply not
true.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
will respond by saying the States set
their own limit on personal property.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand the distinguished Senator from
Florida would like to speak prior to
the vote. How much time does the Sen-
ator desire?

Mr. GRAHAM. Ten minutes.

Mr. HATCH. And the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin would like
some time to respond?

Mr. KOHL. I am prepared to yield my
time if we want to vote.

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent
after the 10 minutes of the distin-
guished Senator from Florida, all time
be yielded back in relation to the pend-
ing Kohl amendment; that further, the
Senate proceed to a vote in relation to
the amendment at that time, which
would be approximately 11:41, to be im-
mediately followed by a vote in rela-
tion to the Leahy amendment num-
bered 41.

Finally, I ask consent that the sec-
ond vote in the series, that is, the
Leahy amendment, be limited to 10
minutes.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I will not object other
than to inform Senators that it ap-
pears, following the two votes, Senator
BOXER will be over to offer her amend-
ment. Then we really don’t have many
amendments remaining. Senator FEIN-
GOLD has two amendments and he has
tentatively agreed to time agreements.
We have Wellstone amendments of
which we have to dispose. I don’t know
if he will offer more, but we have at
least three votes there. Senator LEAHY
has a number of issues to be resolved
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and, of course, Senator SESSIONS. We
need to work on matters he wants to
bring up. We are getting down to the
end of this bill. With a little bit of
luck, we could be completed late this
afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Florida Constitution grants
the citizens of my State unlimited pro-
tection of the equity in their homes. I
think we can all agree that this provi-
sion was not created so that wealthy,
non-resident debtors could escape their
obligations. The provision was created
because the people of my State under-
stood the importance of preserving a
debtor’s most essential asset, their
home.

I do not think that a previously
wealthy person should have the right
to purchase a very expensive home in
order to shield his remaining assets
from creditors, and I do agree that we
must address homestead abuse. But, we
should not take away the homes of in-
nocent debtors who have worked hard
to build equity in their homestead. The
median income of debtors in bank-
ruptcey is $22,000 per year. Working peo-
ple in that income range do not have
the ability to shelter a significant
amount of money in a home.

My State has many retirees from
around the country. Many have worked
their entire lives to own their own
home and under the Kohl amendment
they may lose their residence even
though they fell into hard times
through no fault of their own. Forcing
a bankrupt retiree out of her home
simply because she has more than
$125,000 in equity does not meet any
standard of fair play.

The $125,000 cap proposed by this
amendment does not adequately rep-
resent the value of homes in Florida
today and certainly will not reflect the
value of homes five years from now.
The Kohl amendment’s catch-all, na-
tional cap ignores the differences in
property value that vary not only from
State to State, but also from city to
city. Furthermore, the amendment un-
fairly lumps long-time residents and
retirees into the same category as
abusers who move to the State one day
and file for bankruptcy the next.

The current language of S. 420 avoids
these problems by protecting home-
owners who have fallen on hard times,
but who have worked and played by the
rules in a State for more than 2 years.
The current language is clear, if you
move to a State simply to avoid paying
your creditors you will not be pro-
tected and you should not be protected.
However, people who play by the rules
will have a real chance to start over
without losing the equity in their
homes.

I ask my colleagues today to protect
the home equity of those debtors who
legitimately need a fresh start by op-
posing this amendment.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the Kohl-Feinstein
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amendment to cap the homestead ex-
emption at $125,000 for all States, and
to eliminate from our bankruptcy laws
a loophole so large that you could fit a
$560 million mansion right through it.

This amendment will correct a long-
standing discrepancy between the
States, a discrepancy that on the one
hand forces most debtors to struggle to
pay back every dime they owe, but on
the other hand allows many of the
most ‘‘wealthy’” debtors declaring
bankruptcy to shield their assets in
multi-million dollar homes.

The discrepancy I speak of occurs be-
cause in five States, Florida, Texas,
South Dakota, Iowa and Kansas, where
debtors are allowed to Kkeep their
homes no matter what they owe, or to
whom they owe it, and no matter how
much the home is worth.

The ‘‘homestead’” laws in these five
States differ radically from the other
45:

Many States have virtually no home-
stead exemption at all. In Michigan,
for instance, the cap is $3,500; in Penn-
sylvania, just $300.

Other States, recognizing a benefit in
allowing debtors some ability to re-
main in their homes as they dig out of
bankruptcy, place slightly higher caps
on their homestead exemptions and
allow debtors to keep $15,000, $30,000,
$60,000, or even $75,000 equity in their
homes.

My own State of California has a
sliding scale cap, ranging from $75,000
for most debtors to $125,000 for seniors.

Massachusetts and Minnesota have
relatively high caps of $200,000, and
Minnesota’s cap even goes to $500,000
for farms, the highest cap of all the
States that have at least some restric-
tion on how much equity can be pro-
tected.

A vast majority of the 50 States have
homestead caps of under $125,000, and
this bill would do nothing to affect
those States.

The glaring exceptions are those five
cases where a State has chosen to
allow debtors to hide assets in luxury
homesteads and essentially avoid their
obligations under Federal bankruptcy
law.

What does this mean? This means
that wealthy debtors facing bank-
ruptcy can take their remaining assets,
buy a home in one of those five States,
and tell their creditors to get lost.
Their assets are protected perma-
nently.

Let me give an example of homestead
abuse that has been highlighted in the
press and even on ‘‘Sixty Minutes.”’

When this Wall Street financier and
convicted felon finally declared bank-
ruptcy, he listed more than $140 mil-
lion in debts and only $15,805 in assets.

But one particular asset was not
itemized, and the financier was not ob-
ligated to itemize it. That asset was
his 37,000 square foot Florida mansion,
worth an estimated five to $6 million.

This ‘““house’’ has ten bedrooms, two
libraries, a business center, a double
gourmet kitchen, an indoor squash and



S2334

racquetball court, an indoor basketball
court complete with electronic score-
board, a private movie theater, full
weight and exercise rooms, a swimming
pool, a spa, an outdoor entertainment
area, game rooms, a nine-car garage, a
lakefront gazebo, an elevator, 21 bath-
rooms, and a 6,000 square foot quest
house.

The quest house alone has been de-
scribed as a mansion in and of itself.

But in Florida, the entire home, 21
bathrooms and all, as well as the prop-
erty on which it sits, is completely ex-
empt from the bankruptcy laws. The
“bankrupt’’ financier owes millions,
but through careful planning he can
continue to live like a king.

Meanwhile, his creditors can only
stand outside the gates of the home
and look with awe upon the home they
paid for—$140 million in debts, and
nothing his creditors can do.

And this case is not all that unique.
Actors, Wall Street financiers, partici-
pants in felonious savings and loan
scandals, and others, all have taken ad-
vantage of the homestead exemption

loophole.
Essentially, these five States act as
heavens for the most determined

avoiders of debt, an escape of last re-
sort for wealthy individuals who play
fast and loose with their money.

A General Accounting Office study of
bankrupt debtors who take advantage
of the homestead loophole in Florida
and Texas alone found that each year
more than 400 wealthy debtors are able
to protect more than $100,000 in equity
in their home, at a cost to creditors of
$120 million.

The bankruptcy reform bill as a
whole attempts to increase personal re-
sponsibility by forcing more people to
repay more of their debts. This goal is
a good one, but the bill as drafted sends
mixed signals.

To poor debtors struggling to climb
out of bankruptcy and to simply put a
roof over the heads of their family, the
bill takes a stern view, debts must be
paid back, assets must be sold, and
you’ll face some hard years ahead.

To more sophisticated debtors, many
of whom had every advantage before
making the bad, or even criminal, deci-
sions that led to bankruptcy, the bill
says that with a little planning, you
can get away scot free.

This is just plain wrong.

This bankruptcy bill forces lower-
and middle-class families to give up
the family computer in many in-
stances.

The bill takes your second television
set and even family heirlooms.

The bill requires most debtors to
enter strict payment plans to pay back
even extraordinary medical or other
debts incurred due to circumstances
beyond their control.

Yet the homestead exemption allows
sophisticated debtors to avoid repay-
ment entirely.

This must be changed.

That is why Senator KoHL and I are
proposing a cap of $125,000. For States
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that already have a cap of or below
that $125,000 level, and this is almost
every State in the Union, this amend-
ment will do nothing to change current
bankruptcy proceedings.

For those few States that have cho-
sen to provide a safe haven for debtors
fleeing from their creditors, this
amendment will create a new, national
cap that must be followed.

The last time the Senate considered
a homestead cap, an even lower
$100,000, we approved of the cap by an
overwhelming margin.

The provision was watered down dur-
ing a shadow conference so that in the
end, the conference report and now this
bill do virtually nothing to prevent
debtors from shielding millions of dol-
lars in luxurious mansions.

Some will argue that the current bill
does provide a ‘‘compromise’” home-
stead exemption cap.

As drafted, that cap only applies if a
debtor purchases a home within two
years of bankruptcy. Any good bank-
ruptcy attorney will tell you that this
provision can be easily avoided. In fact,
dozens of professors and attorneys have
told us just that. I ask unanimous con-
sent that their letter be printed in the
RECORD after my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Under this so-
called ‘‘compromise’ language, as long
as a debtor plans a couple of years in
advance, or already lives in one of
those five States, there is no cap. This
is a very soft cap, indeed.

So the current language in the bill
does not represent a real compromise,
it does little to stop wealthy debtors
from protecting their assets through
bankruptcy and living the rest of their
lives in luxury, while leaving their
creditors with nothing.

Bankruptcy is a federal matter. In
fact, our Constitution explicitly gives
Congress the right to establish ‘‘uni-
form laws on the subject of bank-
ruptcies throughout the United
States.”

So this Congress is constitutionally
authorized, even obligated, to see that
bankruptcy laws are fair and uniform
throughout our Nation.

We must ensure that bankruptcy is a
refuge of last resort for those truly in
need of a fresh start, not just another
financial planning tool to help felons
and deadbeats protect their assets from
creditors.

This bill rightly encourages responsi-
bility for those who enter bankruptcy,
so that those who can pay their debts,
do pay their debts.

But we must encourage responsi-
bility across the board, not just for
those who cannot afford a god account-
ant or don’t happen to live in Texas,
Florida, Iowa, South Dakota or Kan-
sas.

I urge my colleagues to support his
amendment. I thank my distinguished
colleague, Senator KoHL, for working
so diligently on this amendment.
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EXHIBIT 1

OCTOBER 30, 2000.
Re the Bankruptcy Reform Act Conference
Report (H.R. 2415).

DEAR SENATORS: We are professors of bank-
ruptcy and commercial law. We have been
following the bankruptcy reform process
with keen interest. The 91 undersigned pro-
fessors come from every region of the coun-
try and from all major political parties. We
are not a partisan, organized group, and we
have no agenda. Our exclusive interest is to
seek the enactment of a fair and just bank-
ruptcy law, with appropriate regard given to
the interests of debtors and creditors alike.
Many of us have written before to express
our concerns about the bankruptcy legisla-
tion, and we write again as yet another
version of the bill comes before you. This bill
is deeply flawed, and we hope the Senate will
not act on it in the closing minutes of this
session.

In a letter to you dated September 7, 1999,
82 professors of bankruptcy law from across
the country expressed their grave concerns
about some of the provisions of S. 625, par-
ticularly the effects of the bill on women and
children. We wrote again on November 2,
1999, to reiterate our concerns. We write yet
again to bring the same message: the prob-
lems with the bankruptcy bill have not been
resolved, particularly those provisions that
adversely affect women and children.

Notwithstanding the unsupported claims of
the bill’s proponents, H.R. 2415 does not help
women and children. Thirty-one organiza-
tions devoted exclusively to promoting the
best interests of women and children con-
tinue to oppose the pending bankruptcy bill.
The concerns expressed in our earlier letters
showing how S. 625 would hurt women and
children have not been resolved. Indeed, they
have not even been addressed.

First, one of the biggest problems the bill
presents for women and children was stated
in the September 7, 1999, letter: “Women and
children as creditors will have to compete
with powerful creditors to collect their
claims after bankruptcy.”” This increased
competition for women and children will
come from many quarters: from powerful
credit card issuers, whose credit card claims
increasingly will be excepted from discharge
and remain legal obligations of the debtor
after bankruptcy; from large retailers, who
will have an easier time obtaining reaffirma-
tions of debt that legally could be dis-
charged; and from creditors claiming they
hold security, even when the alleged collat-
eral is virtually worthless. None of the
changes made to S. 625 and none being pro-
posed in H.R. 2415 addresses these problems.
The truth remains: if H.R. 2415 is enacted in
its current form, women and children will
face increased competition in collecting
their alimony and support claims after the
bankruptcy case is over. We have pointed out
this difficulty repeatedly, but no change has
been made in the bill to address it.

Second, it is a distraction to argue—as do
advocates of the bill—that the bill will
“help” women and children and that it will
“make child support and alimony payments
the top priority—no exceptions.” As the law
professors pointed out in the September 7,
1999, letter: “‘Giving ‘first priority’ to domes-
tic support obligations does not address the
problem.” Granting ‘‘first priority’ to ali-
mony and support claims is not the magic
solution the consumer credit industry claims
because ‘‘priority” is relevant only for dis-
tributions made to creditors in the bank-
ruptcy case itself. Such distributions are
made in only a negligible percentage of
cases. More than 95 percent of bankruptcy
cases make NO distributions to any creditors
because there are no assets to distribute.
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Granting women and children a first priority
for bankruptcy distributions permits them
to stand first in line to collect nothing.

Women’s hard-fought battle is over reach-
ing the ex-husband’s income after bank-
ruptcy. Under current law, child support and
alimony share a protected post-bankruptcy
position with only two other recurrent col-
lectors of debt—taxes and student loans. The
credit industry asks that credit card debt
and other consumer credit share that posi-
tion, thereby elbowing aside the women try-
ing to collect on their own behalf. The credit
industry carefully avoids discussing the in-
creased post-bankruptcy competition facing
women if H.R. 2415 becomes law. As a matter
of public policy, this country should not ele-
vate credit card debt to the preferred posi-
tion of taxes and child support. Once again,
we have pointed out this problem repeatedly,
and nothing has been changed in the pending
legislation to address it.

In addition to the concerns raised on be-
half of the thousands of women who are
struggling now to collect alimony and child
support after their ex-husband’s bank-
ruptcies, we also express our concerns on be-
half of the more than half a million women
heads of household who will file for bank-
ruptcy this year alone. As the heads of the
economically most vulnerable families, they
have a special stake in the pending legisla-
tion. Women heads of households are now the
largest demographic group in bankruptcy,
and according to the credit industry’s own
data, they are the poorest. The provisions in
this bill, particularly the many provisions
that apply without regard to income, will
fall hardest on them. Under this bill, a single
mother with dependent children who is hope-
lessly insolvent and whose income is far
below the national median income would
have her bankruptcy case dismissed if she
does not present copies of income tax returns
for the past three years—even if those re-
turns are in the possession of her ex-hus-
band. A single mother who hoped to work
through a chapter 13 payment plan would be
forced to pay every penny of the entire debt
owed on almost worthless items of collat-
eral, such as used furniture or children’s
clothes, even if it meant that successful
completion of a repayment plan was impos-
sible.

Finally, when the Senate passed S. 625, we
were hopeful that the final bankruptcy legis-
lation would include a meaningful home-
stead provision to address flagrant abuse in
the bankruptcy system. Instead, the con-
ference report retreats from the concept un-
derlying the Senate-passed homestead
amendment. ‘“The homestead provision in
the conference report will allow wealthy
debtors to hide assets from their creditors.”
Current bankruptcy law yields to state law
to determine what property shall remain ex-
empt from creditor attachment and levy.
Homestead exemptions are highly variable
by state, and six states (Florida, Iowa, Kan-
sas, South Dakota, Texas, Oklahoma) have
literally unlimited exemptions while twenty-
two states have exemptions of $10,000 or less.
The variation among states leads to two
problems—basic inequality and strategic
bankruptcy planning. The only solution is a
dollar cap on the homestead exemption. Al-
though variation among states would re-
main, the most outrageous abuses—those in
the multi-million dollar category—would be
eliminated.

The homestead provision in the conference
report does little to address the problem.
The legislation only requires a debtor to
wait two years after the purchase of the
homestead before filing a bankruptcy case.
Well-counseled debtors will have no problem
timing their bankruptcies or tying-up the
courts in litigation to skirt the intent of this
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provision. The proposed change will remind
debtors to buy their property early, but it
will not deny anyone with substantial assets
a chance to protect property from their
creditors. Furthermore, debtors who are
long-time residents of states like Texas and
Florida will continue to enjoy a homestead
exemption that can shield literally millions
of dollars in value.

These facts are unassailable: H.R. 2415
forces women to compete with sophisticated
creditors to collect alimony and child sup-
port after bankruptcy. H.R. 2415 makes it
harder for women to declare bankruptcy
when they are in financial trouble. H.R. 2415
fails to close the glaring homestead loophole
and permits wealthy debtors to hide assets
from their creditors. We implore you to look
beyond the distorted ‘‘facts’ peddled by the
credit industry. Please do not pass a bill that
will hurt vulnerable Americans, including
women and children.

Thank you for your consideration.

[Signed by 91 law professors.]

Mr. HATCH. I ask for the yeas and
nays on the Kohl amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The Senator from Florida is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, for 133
years, since Congress established a
Federal personal bankruptcy law, there
has been a recognition that the law is
a balance of the interests of the Na-
tional Government in uniformity and
the interests of the States in terms of
local values and circumstances. Fed-
eral law presently allows States, for in-
stance, to establish how much of their
residents’ property can be protected or
exempt from seizure during bank-
ruptecy.

This delicate relationship tests our
fundamental commitment to the con-
cept of federalism. Everybody is for
federalism. Everyone favors more local
control, placing decisions closest to
those who are involved, until it begins
to affect a specific interest of their
own. Then they become what I refer to
as ‘‘situational federalists.” If the situ-
ation does not result in a conclusion
that is to your liking, you decide that
federalism becomes a lesser value.

We are being tested today on, do we
believe, as this Congress has for 133
years, that personal bankruptcy should
be a balance of the interests of uni-
formity at the national level, but rec-
ognize the legitimate interests of the
States and their citizens in protecting
certain important values.

Since most of the creditor-debtor re-
lationships tend to be within a single
State, this is an issue in which States
have had to make the same kinds of
hard choices that we have been dealing
with in consideration of this bill: How
to set the proper balance between the
person who has indebted himself and
who is now unable to meet their re-
sponsibilities against the person who
has extended that credit.

Many States, including my own, have
placed such an importance on pro-
tecting the value of the residence in
which an individual lives that they
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have enshrined that in their State con-
stitution.

I have the following commentaries on
the amendment before us as it relates
to that Federal-State balance. The
amendment makes no allowance for
the wide variance in property values
from State to State. There are places
in America where if you live in a home
valued at $125,000, it is a veritable man-
sion. There are other places in America
where a home valued at $125,000 meets
minimum adequacy standards. This bill
provides only one standard to cover the
wide range of circumstances.

The standard itself, even by national
standards, is inadequate. The national
average value of existing single family
homes in the United States of America
is $176,000, $51,000 higher than the pro-
posed cap on the amount that can be
exempt from foreclosure in bank-
ruptcy. This amendment would threat-
en home ownership for millions of
American families.

States also have given special rec-
ognition to individual classes of per-
sons as it relates to the exemption. For
instance, some States have recognized
a different standard for seniors or dis-
abled citizens and providing additional
homestead protection when they expe-
rience a serious illness or other finan-
cial crisis. We know, for instance, that
seniors tend to have a higher propor-
tion of their net worth in the equity of
their home, typically because they
have been living in the home for an ex-
tended period of time and have paid
down the mortgage. The circumstance
of older Americans will become more
pronounced in the immediate future
because within two decades 54 million
Americans will be 65 years of age or
older. An estimated two-thirds of these
seniors will own their own homes free
and clear.

This amendment makes no allowance
for real estate inflation. In the last few
years, parts of America have been expe-
riencing a real estate inflation on resi-
dential housing above 10 percent per
year. Fewer and fewer States will be
able to protect home and farm owner-
ship in the same way they do now as
real estate purchasing power of the
$125,000 limit contained in this amend-
ment is eroded by inflation.

As the Senator from Texas has al-
ready stated, this bill does not ignore,
is not unmindful of this balance be-
tween the National Government’s in-
terest in uniformity and the State’s in-
terest in the particular circumstances
of its citizens. This bill contains com-
promised language on the homestead
issue which was adopted during debate
on the bill last year and has already
been approved once by the Senate.

As an example, in this bill before the
Senate, without the amendment that
has been proposed, the homestead ex-
emption would be capped at $100,000,
with an inflation adjustment provision
for any property purchased within 2
years of filing for bankruptcy. So the
case that is frequently cited as the rea-
son to require this amendment, the
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person who rushes into a State such as
mine which has an exemption of the
residential property from bankruptcy
in the last moments before they de-
clare, will not be the case. If you have
not owned that home for 2 years before
declaring bankruptcy, your exemption
is limited to $100,000 adjusted for infla-
tion.

There is a further requirement before
a debtor can use the homestead exemp-
tion in a particular State that he or
she must have been a resident of that
State for more than 2 years—again, an
appropriate recognition of the national
desire for uniformity.

Additionally, these and other provi-
sions of the bill and of existing law
grant any bankruptcy judge in the
country the power to disallow the use
of the homestead or any other exemp-
tion if it is being used improperly to
shield assets.

So this legislation contains effective
barriers to inappropriate use of the
homestead exemption while recog-
nizing the 130-year theory of Federal
relationship within the personal bank-
ruptcy law between national uni-
formity and State values.

This amendment tests our commit-
ment to the fundamental principle of
federalism. The States and the Federal
Government share in the responsibility
for developing and applying our bank-
ruptcy code. In my judgment, this
amendment distorts that relationship.
The provisions that are already in the
bill honor federalism.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
move to table the Kohl amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
still time remaining. That motion is
not in order at the present time.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I request
just 1 minute.

Mr. HATCH. I request the Senator
have 1 minute.

Mr. KOHL. I will respond to some of
the comments made by the distin-
guished Senator from Florida.

We need to recognize there is no
question in this legislation that we
have every right and have, in fact, as-
serted a Federal right in bankruptcy
legislation. We have done it in many
cases in this legislation. To suggest we
do not have the right or it is improper
to assert in bankruptcy a Federal right
in establishing a minimum amount to
shield a home just is not consistent
with the rest of this legislation.

I also want to point out that the
$125,000 limit we imposed is negotiable
in conference to $150,000 to $200,000.
There are only five States with unlim-
ited exemptions. There are only two
States with exemptions in excess of
$125,000—Minnesota and Massachusetts,
which have $200,000. So it is not dif-
ficult to correct any of these problems
in conference.

Again, by a vote of 76-22 2 years ago,
we accepted this amendment. I am re-
questing and hoping the Senate will
again vote to accept this amendment
today.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his time?

Mr. KOHL. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
move to table the Kohl amendment and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table amendment No. 68.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name
was called). Present.

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 60, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 30 Leg.]

YEAS—39
Allard Frist Miller
Allen Graham Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nelson (FL)
Bond Grassley Nickles
Brownback Gregg Roberts
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Burns Hatch Shelby
Campbell Hutchinson Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchison Stevens
Craig Inhofe Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
Ensign Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Voinovich
NAYS—60

Akaka Dodd Lincoln
Baucus Domenici McCain
Bayh Dorgan McConnell
Biden Durbin Mikulski
Bingaman Edwards Murray
Boxer Feingold Nelson (NE)
Breaux Feinstein Reed
Byrd Harkin Reid
Cantwell Helms Rockefeller
Carnahan Hollings Santorum
Carper Inouye Sarbanes
Chafee Jeffords Schumer
Cleland Johnson Smith (OR)
Clinton Kennedy Snowe
Collins Kerry Specter
Conrad Kohl Stabenow
Corzine Landrieu Torricelli
Daschle Leahy Warner
Dayton Levin Wellstone
DeWine Lieberman Wyden

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Fitzgerald

The motion was rejected.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to
vitiate the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The question is
amendment No. 68.

The amendment (No. 68) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 41, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
Leahy amendment No. 41, as modified.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Was there not time
reserved of 1 minute before the vote?

on agreeing to
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes were vitiated by the last unan-
imous consent agreement.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I have 1
minute and the Senator from Utah
have 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my friend from
Kentucky.

Mr. President, our amendment pro-
tects the identity of minor children in
bankruptcy court records. It permits a
debtor to withhold the name of a minor
child in the public record, especially as
these records go on the Internet where
anybody who wants the names and ad-
dresses of children can find them. To
prevent fraud, it permits the judge, or
trustee, or an auditor to review a
child’s name in a nonpublic record.

The amendment is modest, but it is a
first step in protecting personal pri-
vacy and protecting criminal activity
through the unnecessary disclosure of
personal information. We know, unfor-
tunately, that there are people who
prey on children who are out there.
What my friend from Utah and I are
trying to do is to prevent their access
to these names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this is a
good amendment. It protects the pri-
vacy of minors. It is just one of the
steps the distinguished Senator from
Vermont and I are taking to try to pro-
tect privacy rights. I recommend ev-
erybody vote for this amendment.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is agree-
ing to the Leahy amendment No. 41, as
modified. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name
was called). Present.

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 31 Leg.]

YEAS—99
Akaka Corzine Hutchinson
Allard Craig Hutchison
Allen Crapo Inhofe
Baucus Daschle Inouye
Bayh Dayton Jeffords
Bennett DeWine Johnson
Biden Dodd Kennedy
Bingaman Domenici Kerry
Bond Dorgan Kohl
Boxer Durbin Kyl
Breaux Edwards Landrieu
Brownback Ensign Leahy
Bunning Enzi Levin
Burns Feingold Lieberman
Byrd Feinstein Lincoln
Campbell Frist Lott
Cantwell Graham Lugar
Carnahan Gramm McCain
Carper Grassley McConnell
Chafee Gregg Mikulski
Cleland Hagel Miller
Clinton Harkin Murkowski
Cochran Hatch Murray
Collins Helms Nelson (FL)
Conrad Hollings Nelson (NE)
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Nickles Sessions Thomas
Reed Shelby Thompson
Reid Smith (NH) Thurmond
Roberts Smith (OR) Torricelli
Rockefeller Snowe Voinovich
Santorum Specter Warner
Sarbanes Stabenow Wellstone
Schumer Stevens Wyden
ANSWERED “PRESENT’—1
Fitzgerald

The amendment (No. 41), as modified,
was agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent Senator BOXER be
recognized in order to call up amend-
ment No. 42, and further, following the
debate, the amendment be temporarily
set aside. Further, I ask that at 2:30
today the Senate proceed to a vote in
relation to the Boxer amendment No.
42 and, following that vote, the Senate
proceed to votes in relation to the
Wellstone amendments Nos. 70, No. 71,
No. 73, and Leahy No. 19.

Further, I ask consent there be 2
minutes equally divided in the usual
form between each vote and there be no
second-degree amendments in order to
the amendments prior to the votes.

Finally, I ask that following the first
vote, the remaining votes in the series
be limited to 10 minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask my
friend from Utah to change the unani-
mous consent agreement as follows:
That immediately the senior Senator
from West Virginia would be recog-
nized and use whatever period of time
up to an hour that he wishes. I have
been told by the Senator he would
yield to Senator BOXER so she could
offer her amendment.

Mr. HATCH. That is appropriate and
fine with me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if I
might, I so appreciate the opportunity
to offer the amendment. I know Sen-
ator BYRD is going to yield to me to do
that and then he will get the floor. I
just want to make sure we can vote on
that in the next block, which we are
hoping will be around the 2:30 area.

Mr. REID. It is in the unanimous
consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair. I ask unanimous consent
that I may yield to the distinguished
minority whip without losing my right
to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I ask that Senator FEIN-
GOLD’s amendments No. 76 and No. 51
be called up and then set aside.
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Mr. HATCH. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is reserving the right
to object?

Mr. HATCH. It is my understanding
that on the Sessions amendment we
have asked for a modification.

Mr. REID. We are doing our best to
work that out.

Mr. HATCH. I know you are trying to
work that out. We have tried to work
on modifications for your side as well.
I hope that can be worked out.

Mr. REID. We are doing our best.

Mr. HATCH. May we withhold until
we get that resolved?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. HATCH. I appreciate that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may speak out of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may yield to the
distinguished Senator from California,
Mrs. BOXER, for not to exceed 15 min-
utes without losing my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from California is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent that the time uti-
lized by the distinguished Senator not
come out of my hour under the cloture
rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 42

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
my good friend, my dear friend, for
yielding me this time. This is an
amendment about which I care an
awful lot. Senator CLINTON cares a lot
about this. We just want to take a brief
time, and speak as concisely as we can,
to explain why we believe this amend-
ment is so important.

I think I must call up amendment
No. 42 because I have this amendment
pending at the desk, and I ask the
clerk to report it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]
proposes an amendment numbered 42.

Strike Section 310.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
very sad to say that there is great con-
troversy surrounding this amendment
because there is a misunderstanding
about it. I guess what I want to say is
I am putting my faith in a number of
groups that have written to me about
the current status of this bill. I would
like to put the names of those groups
up on the easel right now. These are
groups that have very astute attorneys
who have studied this bill. They have
enlisted our support. We are about to
tell you who they are:

The
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The American Association of Univer-
sity Women, Children NOW, Children’s
Defense Fund, Center for Law and So-
cial Policy, Feminist Majority, Na-
tional Association of Commissions For
Women, National Center for Youth
Law, National Organization for
Women, National Partnership for
Women and Families, National Youth
Law Center, National Women’s Con-
ference, National Women’s Law Center,
NOW Legal Defense and Education
Fund, the Older Women’s League, the
Women Activist Fund, Wider Opportu-
nities for Women, Women Employed,
Women Work, Women’s Law Center of
Maryland, and the YWCA.

I put my faith in these groups. Their
purpose is to protect women and chil-
dren. I believe they are correct when
they say this bill will hurt women and
children. Let me explain their position,
and mine.

Under the current bankruptcy laws—
I want you to remember this number,
$1,075—it is presumed that 60 days be-
fore you declare bankruptcy, if you
have accumulated charges of $1,0756 or
more, then those charges are presumed
fraudulent and the credit card compa-
nies can go after those charges. I think
it is fair. This number did not come out
of the air. It has been adjusted for in-
flation. It makes sense. I think the
credit card companies have the right to
say, if you are going to declare bank-
ruptcy and you have charged that
much, that you should not be able to
discharge it.

Let me tell you what happens in S.
420. That number, rather than being in-
creased for inflation, is brought down
to $250 over 90 days. So if someone
charges, in that 90-day period, more
than $250, all charges on that card in a
90-day period are presumed to be fraud-
ulent and the credit card companies
can go after you.

Can you prove these were not lux-
uries? Sure. You could take time off
from work, time away from your chil-
dren. Can you hire a lawyer? You can
fight the credit card companies. But it
just makes me ill to think we are pre-
suming that a single woman who may
be plagued with all kinds of problems
who used her credit card to purchase
food at the supermarket would in fact
be told that she is a fraud, that she
meant to defraud the poor credit card
companies.

I have to tell you a story.

The member of my family who has
part-time work and is going through a
difficult time right now just received
today an application for a credit card
where they say: Take a trip to exotic
lands and put it on your credit card. It
happens to be Diners Club. And, don’t
worry about paying it back for months.
The poor credit card company. You
would think they would investigate to
whom they were sending these cards.
But, no, they want us to protect them
from some poor woman with a single
child, perhaps, or two, who is strug-
gling with a divorce, and let us say is
charging $250 on her credit card over 90
days. These charges are fraudulent.
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Let me read for you a letter that was
sent to me by a women’s group, and
then I am going to yield 5 minutes to
Senator CLINTON.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 5 minutes 45 seconds.

Mrs. BOXER. If the Chair would in-
form me when I have used another 5
minutes, I would greatly appreciate it.
Thank you.

This is the letter:

The undersigned women’s and children’s
organizations write to urge you to support
Senator Boxer’s amendment to S. 420, the
“Bankruptcy Reform Act of 2001.”” This
amendment is necessary to protect parents
and children owed child support from facing
increased competition from credit card com-
panies after bankruptcey.

Senator Boxer’s amendment to the ‘‘luxury
goods’ provision of S. 420 would prevent
credit card debt from being routinely ele-
vated to the same protected status as child
support and alimony obligations after bank-
ruptcy. Under current law, child support and
alimony are among the few debts that are
not dischargeable in bankruptcy. The bank-
ruptcy process allows debtors to get back on
their feet and focus their resources on pay-
ing their most important debt: their obliga-
tion to support their families. Credit card
debts generally are discharged in bank-
ruptcy, unless there has been an abuse of the
bankruptcy process; for example, by pur-
chasing ‘“‘luxury goods’ on the eve of filing
for bankruptcy.

S. 420 would apply the label ‘luxury
goods’ to very modest levels of expenditures,
allowing much more credit care debt to sur-
vive bankruptcy and compete with support
obligations. Under S. 420, purchases on a
credit card that total $250 over the 90-day pe-
riod prior to filing bankruptcy would be pre-
sumed to be nondischargeable ‘luxury
go00ds.” For example, a debtor who charged
just $25 a week at the supermarket would
have to prove that the purchases—because
they would exceed $250 over the 90-day pe-
riod—were necessities, not luxuries. Cash ad-
vances of any more than $75 per week in the
70 days before filing for bankruptcy would be
presumed to be nondischargeable.

Senator Boxer’s amendment would retain
the current ‘“‘luxury goods’ exception, pre-
venting abuse of the bankruptcy process by
debtors without allowing its abuse by the
credit card industry. We urge you to support
this important amendment to prevent the
credit card industry from making it even
more difficult for women and children to col-
lect child support after bankruptcy.

I already talked about how credit
card companies solicit and coax people
into spending more than they earn.

I do not feel sorry for the companies.
I have seen the interest rates. I have
seen the profits. Mr. President, $250 is
not an amount that says it is a luxury
over a 90-day period.

Where is the committee coming
from? I don’t understand it.

Let’s take an example. A woman who
grocery shops with a credit card for her
family of four at the local Safeway or
Albertson’s would be able to spend no
more than $25 per week in the 12 weeks
before declaring bankruptcy. It is true.
My colleagues on the other side of the
aisle say: No problem. They just have
to prove that in a court of law as they
go through the filing.
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This is a mother who is going
through probably a hellish time in her
life and she now has to dig out the re-
ceipts, or get a lawyer, by the way, or
take off from work. Why are we pre-
suming that a person is bad if they
charge $250 over 90 days before they file
bankruptcy? Can’t we give people a
break? Don’t we respect the American
people? People do not want to do this.
Keep the current law.

There are many other examples I
could show you, all of which they
would have to prove in a court of law.
The burden is on them. Why not give
this exemption? Why not keep the cur-
rent law?

That is the purpose of this amend-
ment. It just says trust folks a little
bit more. That is why I believe very
strongly.

I ask Senator CLINTON if she would
now wish to use 5 minutes on this
amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining on her
time.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask the Senator to
take 4 minutes and I will wrap it up.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 104

First, I ask unanimous consent that
it be in order, considered germane for
the purpose of S. 420, and the following
agreed to: In the amendment on behalf
of myself and Mr. HATCH, on page 80,
line 25, after the word ‘‘resides)’”’ add
the following: ‘‘, and the holder of the
claim,”.

I ask that this be adopted because
this remedies the problem that was
also brought to our attention with re-
spect to this particular legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 104) was agreed
to, as follows:

At page 80, on line 25, after ‘‘resides)’” in-
sert the following: ‘‘, and the holder of the
claim,”.

AMENDMENT NO. 42

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise
to support my very good friend, the
Senator from California, who is one of
the strongest advocates on behalf of
women and children in our entire coun-
try. I do so because I find myself in
agreement that there is some confusion
about the meaning and application of
this provision. That certainly should
be clarified before we move to a vote
on the underlying legislation.

As the Senator has so eloquently
stated, we are making a dramatic
change in both cutting the amount and
the period of time for which a debtor
would be held accountable with respect
to any luxury goods or services.

I respect my very good friend, the
Senator from Delaware, in his pointing
out that the legislation makes clear
that this is not goods for services and
is reasonably necessary for the support
or maintenance of the debtor or a de-
pendent of the debtor.

We have several issues with this. One
which the Senator from California
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pointed out is the size and the timing.
The other is to make clear that this
presumption is absolutely sustainable
with respect to the meaning of support
and maintenance.

I urge that we adopt the amendment
of the Senator from California because
I believe it is reasonable for existing
law to have the amount and the time
period.

I don’t believe it is a great disservice
to the credit card companies and other
creditors to keep the status quo in this
provision since we are so dramatically
changing the law in so many other re-
spects.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. How much time is re-
maining, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 20 seconds.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank Senator CLIN-
TON for her support. I know Senator
BIDEN would like to have some time. I
am glad he got that by unanimous con-
sent.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia, since he has the floor, whether 1
can use up to 5 minutes of the hour I
have under cloture.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no
objection to such a request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. I will be necessarily
brief.

First of all, with regard to the credit
card companies, this isn’t a problem
for credit card companies. If you go to
the grocery store and use a credit card,
it lists the grocery store. You have an
automatic receipt. There is a presump-
tion that you went to the grocery store
and you bought groceries. They are not
luxury goods. That is automatic. You
could go in and charge $1,000 of gro-
ceries on that credit card and there
would be no problem.

Second, if you take a look at what we
are talking about, in addition to the
credit card companies, you can draw up
to $750 in cash. You if go above $750,
you have to explain. If you go up to
$749 in cash, you don’t have to explain
anything to anybody.

We are talking about the mother who
is in real trouble and can’t pay her
bills. I am as sympathetic to that as
anyone. But that is not with this is
about. We are misreading.

First of all, it applies to only luxury
goods. On page 147, line 2, a consumer’s
debt owed to a single creditor—if you
have five different credit cards and go
out and charge $250 on five different
credit cards, it doesn’t matter. This is
a bunch of malarkey, with all due re-
spect.

I understand the intention, and I
think this is just a misreading of the
legislation.

Let me speak to the issue of my good
friend. I happen to be on the opposite
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side of Senator BOXER. She is literally
my closest friend in the Senate. I don’t
like doing this. But here is the deal.

Her staff—my former staff—is telling
her how this works, as well as these
groups are telling her how this works.
This is how it works. When you file for
bankruptcy, you go before a bank-
ruptcy judge or you go before a master.
You have to show up. You have to pay
for the cab or the bus to get there. You
have to be there.

When you get there, it is a one-stop
shopping deal. You have a list, and you
have to submit what you spent. You
have to submit everything as to why
you deserve to go into chapter 13. It is
required under the law. For anybody
now—no matter when—it is required.

So you have the list and the credit
card. You list the credit card. You have
all these groceries you bought on the
credit card. They are listed. The prob-
lem is the non-credit-card guys. You go
into Boscov's—and you have credit
with Boscov’s—and you decide to buy a
couch. It is arguable whether that is a
luxury good or not. Boscov’s might
want to fight you about that. They
then have to come into court and say:
Hey, judge, that was a couch she
bought. That was not a luxury good,
she says. No, no. It was a crib for my
baby. Well, then, file the receipt. Was
it a crib for a baby and/or was it a
brand new leather couch? What is the
deal?

Look, I will do anything I can to
change this to accommodate what the
concern is of my friends. But I do not
understand the concern. It says ‘‘Per
creditor.” You could have five credit
cards, No. 1. No. 2, you can take up to
$750 in cash out per credit card that
you have. You can take it out. No. 3,
you can go in and spend $249 on a
zircon ring for your daughter because
it has been a bad day at Boscov’s. That
is a luxury good, but you can do that.
And, No. 4, you can take all your credit
cards and/or your checking account
and/or anything and buy $10,000 worth
of jeans for your kids—shirts for your
baby, formula—whatever dire example
I am going to be given here.

Look, with all due respect, this is
much ado about nothing. It is the same
way in which you would have to go in
under $10,750 under the law now. How
do you do it now?

Mrs. BOXER. It is $1,075.

Mr. BIDEN. Excuse me, $1,075. You
walk in now and say: Judge, here is my
form. You get a date to show up or you
are going to be discharged from bank-
ruptcy, whether you are going to be in
chapter 7 or chapter 13. You walk in—
with or without a lawyer—and say:
Your Honor, here is the deal. And you
list your debt. You list your obliga-
tions and you list your assets. You
have to do that no matter what.

If you list $1,075 now, and it turns out
you bought $1,075 worth of good wine,
the creditor can come in and say:
Whoa, they bought wine with that—in
grocery stores like when I used to
stack Schaefer beer in New York State
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when I was in law school working for
the Schaefer beer company. They do
not sell alcohol in those stores in my
State, but in New York State I think
they still do. If you say you bought
$1,075 worth of beer, then it is not dis-
chargeable. That would not be dis-
chargeable, any more than $250 or $750
would be.

Look, it is easy to make it sound
complicated. When you take out your
credit card, it lists what you bought.
You have a receipt. You walk in and
file and say: Judge, I used five credit
cards, and I spent $5,000 in the last 90
days on food and clothing. Here is the
deal. That is dischargeable. But if you
walk in with those credit cards, and
you spend it on, say, Versace——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this is
painful, to have a debate with your
brother. But the question of who is full
of malarkey is debatable. I have some
pretty good folks on my side. May we
show them again? I have never known
my friend to say the American Associa-
tion of University Women is full of ma-
larkey, or the Children’s Defense Fund,
or on and on. I really haven’t. That is
a debate we will have privately.

But this is the point. To me, it is a
question of faith and trust in Ameri-
cans—in particular, in this case,
women, who most of all find them-
selves caught in this problem. I would
like to know where you get a leather
couch for $250.

Mr. BIDEN. You don’t.

Mrs. BOXER. If you can find one, let
me know, because I need one. The fact
is, you can’t.

The other fact is, if we could put this
chart back up, under current law this
is the cash card advance. You play with
that, too, I say to my friend. It used to
be $1,075 over 60 days. Now he rolls it
back to $750 and says it is a great deal.

This reminds me of the debates on a
woman’s right to choose. The presump-
tion is, we can’t trust women to make
this decision. People supported a 24-
hour waiting period, as if a woman
never thought about it. They want
Government to be involved and make
the rules. In a way, it is very similar.
It is treating people with distrust.

We have a good law here, the current
law. At $1,075, it is presumed you need-
ed these things. It is fine. The other
point about: Oh, you have the receipts;
it is not a problem, I would ask every
American today to put their hands on
their receipt that they got when they
made their last purchase. Now maybe I
am just not good at it. My husband is
good. He is probably the one guy I
know who keeps every receipt.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield
for 2 seconds?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes.

Mr. BIDEN. The credit card com-
pany, as you point out, will send you
the bill. That is your receipt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.
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Mrs. BOXER. I ask for 3 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia controls the
time.

Mrs. BOXER. May I have 30 seconds?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have
never seen 3 seconds yielded in this
Chamber. Does the Senator want 1
minute or 2 minutes or 3 minutes?

Mrs. BOXER. I would be delighted to
have 1 minute.

Mr. BYRD. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator.

Mrs. BOXER. The only reason I asked
for 3 seconds is my friend asked for 2
seconds. I am trying to be fair.

The bottom line here is, as I look at
this, this is the little person against
the huge credit card companies. The
CEOs, who are getting paid millions of
dollars, look at the little people and
say if they charge $250 cumulatively
over 90 days before they declare bank-
ruptcy, they are presumed to be bad
people. I have more faith in people
than that. I really hope that Senators
will support this amendment.

Let’s go back to current law. It is
fair. And let’s reject this portion of S.
420. It is unfair.

I thank my friend from West Virginia
very much for his generosity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is now recog-
nized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from California is very
gracious, and she was welcome to
whatever time I have been able to yield
to her.

————
THE BUDGET AND TAX CUTS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 28, 2001, President Bush sent to
the Congress his fiscal year 2002 budget
outline entitled, ‘“‘A Blueprint for New
Beginnings.” Sadly, this budget is a
blueprint for putting tax cuts for the
wealthy at the front of the line, above
all of the needs of the American people.

Now I say to my colleagues, caution,
we have not yet seen the real budget.
The President’s budget will be sent up
to the Hill in the early part of April.
We have not seen it yet. So I would
suggest to all of us that we go slowly
until we see the fine print in the Presi-
dent’s budget.

What we have seen thus far is a mere
blueprint entitled ‘“‘A Blueprint for
New Beginnings.”” But I say again, this
is a blueprint for putting tax cuts for
the wealthy at the front of the line,
above all other needs of the American
people.

The President’s Budget allocates 80
percent, over $2 trillion of the $2.5 tril-
lion non-Social Security, non-Medicare
surplus, on tax cuts.

Two trillion dollars. Does anyone
know how long it would take to count
$1 trillion at the rate of $1 per second?
It would take 32,000 years—32,000
years—to count $1 trillion at the rate
of $1 per second.

The President’s budget allocates 80
percent, over $2 trillion—that would
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take 64,000 years to count at the rate of
$1 per second—of the $2.5 trillion non-
Social Security/non-Medicare surplus
on tax cuts. I believe the President is
not on the same page—I say this re-
spectfully about the President—with
the American people.

I keep hearing this said: ‘“Give the
money back to the people. Give the
people their money back.”” Well, we are
going to give a few of the rich people in
this country a lot of money back, if
this tax cut is passed as proposed.
Don’t we also owe the people clean
water? Don’t we also owe the people
modern highways, safe bridges, a reli-
able energy supply, and modern school
buildings for their taxes? It is their
money. Yes. It is also their school
buildings, also their highways, their
bridges, their debt, the public debt.
Isn’t it true that this country’s infra-
structure, its supply of clean water, its
sewers, its transportation capabilities,
its energy delivery systems are vitally
important to a healthy economy?

These things are vital to support
thriving businesses. They enhance pro-
ductivity. They provide jobs. They are
basic to the quality of life for our peo-
ple. A strong infrastructure is basic to
a strong economy.

We can’t continue to expect the per-
formance of an eight-cylinder economy
if we refuse to clean the spark plugs
and tune up the engine. Our Nation’s
infrastructure is fast becoming a Model
T, riding on retread tires. Yet, this ad-
ministration seems to believe that the
old buggy can continue to keep rolling
with no maintenance and no repairs.

I submit that putting a few dollars
back into the pockets of the rich—and
I have nothing against a person being
rich; I wish I could be rich; that was
never one of my fondest dreams, never
one of my goals in life to become rich—
is no substitute for addressing crum-
bling schools, outdated highways, and
dirty drinking water, and on and on
and on. Yes, it is the people’s money,
but it is also the people’s dirty drink-
ing water. It is also the people’s crum-
bling schools.

These things are the first responsi-
bility of Government, and they are
what we owe the people for their taxes.
They are things the people cannot pro-
vide for themselves. I was a Member of
Congress when President Eisenhower
advocated legislation establishing the
Interstate Highway System. I voted for
that. I have voted for the taxes to build
it. These are things the people cannot
provide for themselves. People cannot
provide interstate highways, a national
system of highways for themselves.

By putting tax cuts at the head of
the line, the President does not leave
enough of the surpluses—although he
may say otherwise; he may be advised
otherwise, but it is not true—to ade-
quately fund programs that meet the
needs of the Nation.

You people out there watching
through those electronic eyes, I am
talking about you. You are the tax-
payers of the country. It is your chil-
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dren in the dilapidated schools. It is
your children who are in the crowded
classrooms.

The President’s budget proposes to
increase discretionary spending by just
4 percent, barely enough to adjust for
inflation. Much of this increase, how-
ever, is for defense programs. I don’t
complain about mnational defense. I
have helped to build this country’s de-
fenses with my votes and with my
taxes, too. While defense programs are
increased $3.1 billion, which is 1 per-
cent above baseline—and baseline is
last year’s appropriation plus inflation,
so the President’s budget provides for 1
percent above that, above last year’s
budget plus inflation and then add an-
other 1 percent; that is for defense—
while defense programs are increased
$3.1 billion above baseline for fiscal
year 2002, nondefense programs are cut
$5.9 billion or 1.6 percent below base-
line, baseline being last year’s appro-
priation, plus inflation. The Presi-
dent’s budget is not going to add plus
inflation. He is going to cut below
baseline for nondefense programs.

Senators, wait until you see this
President’s budget. Wait until you can
see the fine print. In revolutionary war
terms, ‘‘wait until you see the whites
of their eyes.” I say to my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, wait until
you see the fine print in this Presi-
dent’s budget. When are we going to
see it? It will be after April Fools’ Day,
sometime in early April.

The Senate Budget Committee has
estimated that domestic programs that
are not Presidential initiatives—get
that, domestic programs that are not
Presidential initiatives—will be cut by
6.6 percent in fiscal year 2002. Most of
these cuts are not yet specified in the
budget for review. They are not in that
blue outline about which I am talking.
This is what we have to go on up to
now, ‘‘a Blueprint for New Begin-
nings.” I have read this thing from
cover to cover, as they say, but that is
not it yet. That is not the fine print.
This is just the bare skeleton. You can
see through it, as Paul said, ‘‘through a
glass darkly.”

After 2002, discretionary spending
grows with inflation, not population.

This means we will be spending less
on man, woman, and child in America.
Despite the fact that the Census Bu-
reau is predicting that the country’s
population will grow by 8.9 percent by
2010—that is not far away—the Presi-
dent’s budget provides no resources—
none—to deal with that growth.

I have been around a long time. I can
remember that when I graduated from
high school, there were 130 million peo-
ple in this country. When I was born,
there were 100 million, in 1917. Today,
there are 280 million. The population,
we hear, will grow by 8.9 percent by
2010. The President’s budget provides
no resources—none—to deal with that
growth. Nor does the budget include re-
sources to respond to a recognized
long-term infrastructure deficit in this
country. Over the next 5 years, non-
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defense programs are cut $24.5 billion
below baseline.

So, Senators, before we get on board
for this colossal tax cut for the
wealthy, just back off a little bit, just
hold on and say, whoa, let’s wait and
see the fine print. Let’s see how that
affects the people back home, the peo-
ple who send you here.

The President calls the surplus ‘‘the
people’s money.”” Have you heard that
expression? You are going to keep on
hearing it a lot. And he is right, it is
the people’s money. And we are elected
by the people to make the right
choices, the disciplined choices, about
the use of their money.

The Wall Street Journal of March 8,
2001, contained the results of a recent
poll that asked this question:

If taxes are cut this year, would you prefer
a large tax cut or a smaller tax cut and one
of the following:

I will read that again:

If taxes are cut this year, would you prefer
a large tax cut or a smaller tax cut and one
of the following:

It goes on to enunciate as ‘‘one of the
following’’: A smaller tax cut and more
education. So would you prefer a large
tax cut or a smaller tax cut and more
education funding? Which would you
rather have: A large tax cut, the so-
called $1.6 trillion tax cut the Presi-
dent is talking about; or would you
prefer a smaller tax cut and more edu-
cation funding? Well, 64 percent of
adults responded, yes, they prefer a
smaller tax cut and more education
funding; 64 percent preferred that
against 30 percent who preferred a
large tax cut.

Now the next bars in the graph indi-
cate a response to this question: Would
you prefer a large tax cut or a smaller
tax cut and more Social Security fund-
ing? The chart shows that 65 percent of
the respondents answered they would
prefer a smaller tax cut and more So-
cial Security funding. Only 29 percent
preferred to have the large tax cut.

Then the third category: Would you
prefer a large tax cut—let’s say the
President’s proposed tax cut of $1.6
trillion—although it is growing every
day—or would you prefer a smaller tax
cut and paying down the national debt?
Well, the respondents answered that
question, and 60 percent said they pre-
fer to pay down the national debt; 32
percent preferred the large tax cut.

So, again, I will say the President is
not on the same page with the Amer-
ican people.

We have had a series of hearings in
the Senate Budget Committee that
have exposed a number of important,
unanswered questions about the Presi-
dent’s budget. His tax cuts are based on
highly uncertain 10-year surplus esti-
mates. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice, which prepared those surplus esti-
mates, projects that there is only a 10-
percent chance their surplus estimates
for 2006 will be correct. The CBO wit-
ness testified before the committee
that the probability of the 10-year sur-
plus estimates coming through shrinks
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even further by 2011. Yet the costs of
the President’s tax cut proposal ex-
plode in the outyears—meaning the
years 2007 through 2011. Over 72 percent
of the revenue losses from the tax cuts
occur between fiscal years 2007 and
2011, and these cuts total at least $344
billion per year, beginning in fiscal
year 2011.

Let me say that again. If we take a
microscope and look at these projec-
tions concerning surpluses and put
them alongside the tax cut proposal,
we find that the probability of the 10-
year surplus estimate coming through
shrinks. After having said there is only
a 10-percent chance that that surplus
estimate for 2006 will be correct, it goes
on to say that the probability of the
surplus estimate coming through
shrinks even further by 2011.

Yet, on the other side of the coin, the
costs of the President’s tax cut pro-
posal explode in the outyears. They are
backloaded, you see—the years 2007
through 2011. Over 72 percent of the
revenue losses from the tax cuts occur
between fiscal years 2007 and 2011, and
these cuts total at least $344 billion per
year beginning in fiscal year 2011.

Let me ask you, the public out there,
as I look through these electric eyes
here: If we can’t project 24 hours in ad-
vance that the stock market is going
to drop 436 points—in 1 day, within 24
hours—if we can’t project 24 hours
ahead that we are going to have this
big loss in the stock market of 436
points, how can we project 10 years out
and say the surpluses will be this
much, or that much, or some other
amount? We are living in a fool’s para-
dise when we gamble on such esti-
mates.

My good friend, Howard Baker, re-
ferred to the Reagan tax cut of 1981 as
a riverboat gamble. That is what they
were talking about. Apparently gam-
bling is not out of style. This is an-
other riverboat gamble.

This administration’s plan would sap
the budget of the resources needed to
solve the Social Security and Medicare
crises that loom just over the horizon
due to the impending retirement of the
baby boom generation. The baby boom
generation—it just started about the
time I got into politics, about 1946.
That was the beginning. So the baby
boom generation will really be retiring
about 10 years from now.

Currently, 45 million people receive
Social Security and that number is ex-
pected to grow to 60 million in the year
2015. Yet the Social Security trustees
estimate that Social Security expendi-
tures will exceed receipts in 2015. Cur-
rently, 40 million people receive Medi-
care, and the number is expected to
grow to 46 million in 2010. Yet the
Medicare trustees estimate that Medi-
care expenditures will exceed receipts
in 2010. That is just 9 years away.

Despite the 407-2 vote in the House
last month and similar votes in the
House and Senate last year to protect
the Medicare hospital insurance trust
fund, the budget does not even project
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the existing $5626 billion Medicare sur-
plus for Medicare, instead putting it
into a fantasy reserve, an Alice in Won-
derland reserve, a fantasy reserve, to
be used for ‘‘unspecified purposes.”
Now, does that cause you to remember
anything about the Reagan tax cut in
1981 where they had a $44 billion magic
asterisk—$44 billion magic asterisk.
Those were ‘‘unspecified” cuts. Nobody
knew what cuts. But really in the
minds of the planners back then they
had Social Security in mind, Social Se-
curity and Medicare. That is what they
had in mind. But they didn’t quite have
the nerve to come out and say so. So
they just put a little asterisk down at
the bottom of the page. The ‘“‘magic as-
terisk’ it was called.

We are seeing the same thing over
again. History does repeat itself. The
American people expect the Presi-
dent—here is what they expect the
President to do—to put forward a seri-
ous, disciplined budget that addresses
their long-term needs. That is what
they expect. Yet the President is offer-
ing the people candy first, putting tax
cuts in front of the hard work of fixing
Social Security and Medicare. That is
hard work. That is going to take some
political capital, and politicians will
have to expend some of that political
capital when it comes to fixing Social
Security and Medicare. But just hold
on a moment, we will wait on that. Put
the tax cuts first. We will give them
the candy first.

It is very disturbing that Congress is
moving ahead on the tax cut in the ab-
sence of a complete budget. A few days
ago, the House of Representatives
passed the first of several bills that cut
taxes. The first bill alone cuts taxes by
almost $1 trillion; yet the House has
not taken up a budget resolution. We
do not even have a full budget, as I said
earlier, from the President. Most of the
details of the President’s budget are
not expected to be sent to Congress
until after the debate on the budget
resolution next month.

The President is telling the Amer-
ican people, in essence, let’s serve up
the candy now and put off the tough
questions on what programs will be cut
until later. Instead of a menu designed
to nourish the Nation with the vita-
mins needed for healthy growth, I can
see only a sweet snack of tax candy.

The President’s tax cut proposal
could put us back on the course toward
deficits, returning us to the days when
we had to spend the Social Security
surplus for day-to-day Federal oper-
ations. By undermining fiscal dis-
cipline, this could return us to the days
of high interest rates, making the aver-
age wage earner’s mortgage, education,
and automobile more expensive.

We should not return to an era of
deficits like the 1980s. We have been
down the road of big tax cuts and
promised surpluses, and we ended up
where? In the ditch.

When President Reagan presented his
first budget to the Congress, he, too,
proposed big tax cuts and future sur-
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pluses. There are not many in this
town who remember that President
Reagan’s 5-year budget plan projected
surpluses for fiscal year 1984, $1 billion;
fiscal year 1985, $6 billion; and fiscal
year 1986, $28 billion. Those were the
projected surpluses. Congress passed a
tax cut bill that reduced revenues by
over $2 trillion from fiscal year 1981 to
fiscal year 1991.

Did the Reagan administration pro-
jections of surpluses come to pass? No.
In fact, precisely the opposite occurred.
The fiscal year 1984 deficit was not a
surplus of $1 billion but a deficit of $185
billion. The fiscal year 1985 deficit was
not a surplus of $6 billion, but a deficit
of $212 billion. And the fiscal year 1986
deficit was not a surplus of $28 billion,
which we were promised, but it was a
deficit of $221 billion.

That was an error, that was just a
small error amounting to $653 billion
over just 3 years.

How much is $1 billion? $1 billion is a
dollar for every minute since Jesus
Christ was born. That is $1 billion. It
doesn’t sound like that much when it is
jingling in your pocket, or you are
making big promises to the taxpayer.
But it is $1 for every minute since
Jesus Christ was born. We are talking
about an error not of $1 billion but of
$663 billion over 3 years.

The President asked his Secretary of
Defense to undertake a thorough re-
view of the defense needs of the Nation.
I am for that review. I support the
President’s proposal. As he stressed in
his address to the joint session last
month, he wanted a policy first, with a
budget to follow. In fact, the President
said, these are his words ‘‘our defense
vision will drive our defense budget.
Not the other way around.”

It makes sense to me. I also think
the President should have the same
philosophy for our domestic needs. Our
domestic vision should drive our do-
mestic budget, not the other way
around. If the defense review results in
further proposed increases for defense,
the budget is not clear on whether
those increases will have to be ab-
sorbed within the 4-percent increase
proposed in the budget. If that is the
case, domestic programs, which are al-
ready $5.9 billion below baseline, will
have to be cut even more. Already, this
budget leaves infrastructure needs,
education, science, technology, and
many other domestic programs, be-
hind. This budget continues to let the
underpinnings of our economy slide
into disrepair and neglect. No help is
on the way in this budget blueprint.

According to the American Society
of Civil Engineers, one-third of the na-
tion’s roads are in poor or mediocre
condition, costing American drivers an
estimated $5.8 billion and contributing
to as many as 13,800 highway fatalities
annually.

As of 1998, 29 percent of the Nation’s
bridges were structurally deficient or
functionally obsolete. It is estimated
that it will cost $10.6 billion a year for
20 years to eliminate all bridge defi-
ciencies.
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Capital spending on mass transit
must increase 41 percent just to main-
tain the system in its present condi-
tion.

Airport congestion delayed nearly
50,000 flights in one month alone last
year.

Seventy-five percent of our nation’s
school buildings are inadequate to
meet the needs of schoolchildren. The
average cost of capital investment
needed is $3,800 per student.

The nation’s 54,000 drinking water
systems face an annual shortfall of $11
billion needed to replace facilities that
are nearing the end of their useful life
and to comply with Federal water reg-
ulations.

In 1955 I traveled around the world in
an old Constellation. We traveled for 68
days, I believe it was. They call that a
junket these days. We went to the Mid-
dle East and we saw people there car-
rying their water around in what ap-
peared to be gasoline cans.

We traveled around the world. I saw
the Taj Mahal; I saw the pyramids of
Egypt; I saw many beautiful sites in
many lands. But the most beautiful
site I saw on the whole trip was the lit-
tle red lights flashing on the top of the
Washington Monument on the night I
returned.

I was able to go to the house, turn
the faucet, and get a drink of good,
clean water. I had been in many coun-
tries where we couldn’t drink the
water—couldn’t drink the water. So we
take our blessings for granted—clean
water. Yet there are places in this
country where the water is not clean.
There are places in the great cities of
this country where the water is not
clean. And some sewer systems are 100
years old or over 100 years old. Cur-
rently, there is a $12 billion annual
shortfall in funding for infrastructure
needs in this category.

Give the people back their money?
Yes. Remember, it is their dirty water,
also; their sewer systems. Right here in
the District of Columbia, take a look
at the potholes. Read about what hap-
pens to the sewer system in this city.

There are more than 2,100 unsafe
dams in the United States. There were
61 reported dam failures in the past 2
years.

Since 1990, actual capacity has in-
creased only 7,000 megawatts per year,
an annual shortfall of 30 percent. More
than 10,000 megawatts of capacity must
be added each year until 2008 to keep
up with the 1.8 percent annual growth
in demand.

President Bush’s budget does not re-
spond to these needs.

The Bush budget could leave billions
of dollars of gas tax receipts sitting in
the Highway Trust Fund rather than
helping us develop our highways,
bridges and mass transit systems for
the 21st century.

According to the Federal Highway
Administration, less than half of the
miles of roadway in rural America are
considered to be in good or very good
condition. Of the road miles in rural
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America, b56.5 percent are in fair to
poor condition. The people’s money?
Yes. Whose highway? The people’s
highway. Conditions are even worse in
urban America, where 64.6 percent of
the road miles are considered to be in
some level of disrepair, and only 35.4
percent of urban roadways are consid-
ered to be in good or very good condi-
tion.

Violence pervades our schools. Our
students score poorly when pitted
against students from other countries.
Seventy percent of our 4th graders
have difficulty even reading. The peo-
ple’s money? Yes, it is the people’s
money. But we are talking about the
people’s children. While the President
takes credit for proposing an 11.5 per-
cent increase in education programs,
the Education Secretary has testified
that the actual increase is just 5.9 per-
cent. The President’s increase of 5.9
percent just doesn’t make the grade.

A study by the National Center for
Education Statistics, in June, 2000, the
“Condition of America’s Public School
Facilities: 1999,” estimated that the
total cost of putting the nation’s pub-
lic schools in good repair is $127 billion.
The people’s money? Yes, it is the peo-
ple’s money. But it is the people’s
school buildings. A 1994 General Ac-
counting Office study put the cost of
school renovations at $112 billion.

Of the schools surveyed in the more
recent study, half reported at least one
building feature, such as heating,
plumbing, roofs, or sprinklers and fire
alarms, in less than adequate condi-
tion, and nearly half reported at least
one environmental factor, such as ven-
tilation, security or indoor air quality,
in unsatisfactory condition. The aver-
age age of a public school is 40 years;
the functional age, that is, the age
since the last major renovation, is 16
years. Yet the Bush budget proposes to
eliminate the Federal program that is
specifically designed for renovating
schools.

Our needs for clean water projects
are growing. Wastewater treatment
plants prevent pollutants from reach-
ing America’s rivers, lakes, and coast-
lines. They prevent water-borne dis-
ease, keep our waters safe for fishing
and swimming, and preserve our nat-
ural resources like the Chesapeake
Bay, Great Lakes, and Colorado River.
However, the President proposes only
level funding for the national program
and he proposes to eliminate about $350
million of projects that were ear-
marked by Congress last year.

We have learned that just through
this outline, this blue book, ‘A Blue-
print For New Beginnings.”” That is the
large print, and not all the large print.
Wait until we see the budget; just wait
until we see the small print. Then I
will make another speech, if it is the
Good Lord’s will, and I am still here.

Energy programs are proposed for
over $700 million in cuts this year, in-
cluding steep cuts in programs de-
signed to promote energy independ-
ence, such as energy efficiency and re-
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newable programs and fossil fuel pro-
grams.

The President’s Budget proposes cuts
below baseline of 2 percent for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, 2 percent
for NASA and 7 percent for the Depart-
ment of Energy. In the March 9, 2001
New York Times, Dr. D. Allan Bromley
stated that the major driver of our na-
tion’s economic success is scientific in-
novation. He stressed that many econo-
mists attribute much of America’s
1990’s boom to increased productivity
stemming, in large part, from sci-
entific research. He concluded that the
cuts proposed in the budget are, ‘“‘a
self-defeating policy’’. Dr. Bromley was
the science and technology adviser to
President George H. W. Bush from 1989
to 1993. I could not agree with him
more.

What are we leaving to America’s
children? How much longer can we af-
ford to ignore the infrastructure needs
of this nation? If we hand them a worn
out 19th century infrastructure which
cannot support a vital economy, what
do we tell them.

We can tell them: We gave your par-
ents a tax cut. That is what we can tell
our children.

I am not against tax cuts. I want to
see us wipe out this marriage penalty
that subsidizes the cohabitation of peo-
ple who are not married. I want to wipe
that out, or at least cut it. So I am for
some tax cut.

But if we leave our children with
dirty water, antiquated schools, poor
mass transit, rusting bridges, what do
we tell them? We gave your parents a
tax cut. Can’t you be happy with that?

If the projections are wrong, and we
g0 back in debt, bequeathing our chil-
dren nothing tangible except red ink
and interest payments, will they really
appreciate the government’s generosity
in giving their parents a tax cut?

Instead, as I look at the President’s
budget priorities we haven’t seen them
up close; we just see them through a
glass—and that is what a budget is, a
statement of priorities—I see a plan
that focuses on an enormous tax cut
instead of supporting efforts to pro-
mote school safety. After the school
shooting in California last week, one of
the students commented that he be-
lieved that the presence of a police offi-
cer who is regularly on campus helped
to save lives when the gunfire broke
out. The “COPS in Schools’” program
has been a valuable resource for stu-
dents, teachers and school administra-
tors. It has helped to stop would-be vio-
lent acts at schools before they start.
Yet the Bush administration’s budget
proposes to ‘‘redirect’’—.

Remember that word ‘‘redirect.” I
find that word in this so-called ‘A
Blueprint for New Beginnings.”” I find
that word ‘‘redirect” in that blueprint
more than once. It is an interesting
word. See how it is used.

I have strong concerns about the
word redirect—to redirect $1.5 billion
from Department of Justice grant pro-
grams like COPS. The President is not
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on the same page with the American
people.

Mr. President, we are a nation of
dreamers. We dream of a better life for
all of our people. We dream of a bright-
er future for all of our children. We are
inspired by a challenge—we rise to it,
we embrace its promise, we enjoy
righting wrongs, breaking new ground,
achieving the impossible. When our
collective will is engaged, and we agree
to put resources behind a challenge,
the United States can be an awesome
force for remarkable progress and for
good in the world. We need leadership
to fully galvanize our attention. Yet,
when that combination of American
determination and drive is motivated
by a vision, great things can be
achieved. Witness space exploration
and putting a man on the moon; wit-
ness beating the old Soviet Union in
the arms race; witness mapping the
human genome for which the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, a
member of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, is to be
given great credit. This is something
that originated in the brain of a Mem-
ber of this body to support this re-
search.

Witness the mapping of the human
genome and all of the other mind-bog-
gling advances in science and medicine
over the last 50 years.

But, where is the leadership and in-
spiration for this new millennium? I
find none in the trumpeting of a tax
cut, and this tax cut in particular. I see
no call to make the world a better
place for our children. I see no appeal
to mount a massive effort to beat can-
cer or aids. I see no drive to make our
children the best educated in the
world. I hear no determination to make
us energy independent.

I hear nothing about a Moon shot to
make our Nation energy independent. I
hear nothing about a Moon shot to
make our children the best educated
children. I hear nothing about a Moon
shot to conquer cancer. I was here
when Sputnik burst forth from the
headlines of the Nation’s newspapers
and the world’s newspapers. I heard
John F. Kennedy say, ‘““We are going to
put a man on the Moon,” and we did
that. We put a man on the Moon and
brought him back safely to Earth
again.

Yes. We made the world safer for de-
mocracy. We participated in two world
wars. We had the dream of the Mar-
shall Plan. We had the dream finally
culminating in the breaking down and
the tearing down of the Berlin Wall.

We remember the Berlin airlift.
President Harry Truman was deter-
mined to break that Soviet ring that
had Berlin enclosed. We didn’t back
away from that challenge.

The Interstate Highway System was
another dream.

We hear no determination to do great
things today. The centerpiece of this
administration is not a dream. It is not
a great dream. It is not a great call for
a Moon shot to beat back the ravages
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of cancer, tuberculosis, sugar diabetes,
and the other diseases that confront
our people. We hear only a call for huge
tax cuts for the wealthy.

I hear no appeal to American pride to
repair our dilapidated system of trans-
portation. Our roads, our bridges, our
mass transit systems, our airports, our
national parks should be the envy of
the world. What has happened to our
pride in American know how, American
skills, American research, and America
as a show place to inspire visitors to
our shores with the tangible achieve-
ments of this great experiment in rep-
resentative democracy? Are we to for-
got our glory days? Are we to settle for
smaller dreams, and more limited hori-
ZOons.

Is this what we are going to settle
for? Do we tell our children that we
didn’t want to go for bigger things be-
cause we gave their parents a tax cut?

I hear no call to greatness in this
peddling of massive tax cuts. I hear
only a veiled appeal to greed and to
distrust of government.

The President is not on the same
page with the American people. The
American people, according to these
polls, are not asking for a refund. They
are not asking for a refund. They want
their government to lead. They want
their government to inspire. They want
their government to do the great
things for the country, the very things
they pay their taxes for. That is what
they want. In short, they are not ask-
ing for their money back. They want
their money’s worth. And a king’s ran-
som of a tax cut will be worth nothing
to them if it shortchanges our Nation’s
children and downsizes our dreams.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FI1TZ-
GERALD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

BANKRUPTCY REFORM ACT OF
2001—Continued

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are
now proceeding on the bankruptcy bill
in the regular order.

I want to say a few general remarks
about this process of bankruptcy. It is
provided for in the U.S. Constitution.
It was not written out in the early days
of our founding precisely how bank-
ruptcy law should apply, but it did pro-
vide for uniform Federal laws of bank-
ruptcy. So our bankruptcy court sys-
tem is a Federal court system presided
over by Federal bankruptcy judges, and
all the clerks are Federal civil serv-
ants.

England developed some procedures
to deal with persons who owed debts.
Basically, they would turn over every-
thing to the Crown, and sometimes
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they would get thrown in jail. But
their assets would be distributed equal-
ly to whoever was claiming money
from that person in sort of a realistic-
priority way.

Over the years, we have provided tre-
mendous protections for the person fil-
ing bankruptcy. It does aid them in a
lot of different ways. How does it actu-
ally work?

Let’s say you are in debt and tele-
phone calls start coming from the
creditors. You promised to pay certain
debts and you are not paying them. I
do not know how we can complain too
much about somebody calling to ask
what your intentions are about paying
them. They become burdensome on the
family after a while, though—very bur-
densome. Then people threaten law-
suits. Then they file lawsuits. And law-
suits get carried on to judgment.

The person is being sued. They are
being called. Their lives are really
being disrupted because they are un-
able to pay the debts they owe. So
under this circumstance, a person is al-
lowed to file bankruptcy. When bank-
ruptcy is filed, that stops everything.
You cannot be harassed by phone calls
or other claims for debts because all
the creditors—people who are claiming
money—have to be sent a notice; and
when they get the notice that you filed
bankruptcy, all they can do is file a
claim at the bankruptcy court.

They cannot keep bugging the indi-
vidual American citizen. They have to
leave him or her alone or the bank-
ruptcy judge will slap them with a fine
if they do that, because bankruptcy
does stay those kinds of activities. It
stops the lawsuits. All lawsuits are
stopped under the bankruptcy. It is
called a stay. A stay is issued, and the
legal proceedings stop, so a debtor can
take a breather.

Basically, they go into court, if it is
an individual. And the individual has
two choices. He can file, under current
law, under chapter 7. He can say: I am
exempting my homestead. You can’t
take that. And certain of my personal
property, you can’t take that. This is
all the money I have otherwise. This is
all the assets I have. You take that and
divide it up among all those people 1
can’t pay. It may be 5 cents on the dol-
lar, 10 cents on the dollar, 50 cents on
the dollar—usually less than 10 cents
on the dollar, or less than 30 cents on
the dollar, anyway—when they do that.

Then they wipe out those debts. They
are forever gone. They signed a con-
tract. They signed agreements. They
got sued. And they got judgments
against them. It is all wiped out; a per-
son does not have to pay.

That goes on in America regularly.
And it is a healthy thing for people
who are in debt so deep that it is not
possible for them to get out. And we af-
firm that.

So over the years bankruptcy law has
been amended and improved. We had a
Bankruptcy Reform Act in 1978, the
last real reform of bankruptcy law in
the United States. At that time, there
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were fewer than 300,000—I
270,000—bankruptcies a year.

Since 1978, bankruptcies have in-
creased at a steady pace. Now the fil-
ings exceed—well, in 1998 or 1999 it was
1.4 million. It dropped a little last year,
but it is projected to go up again sig-
nificantly this year. So we are talking
about nearly 1.5 million filings this
year. You may say: That is not too
many. We have 250, 260 million people
in America. A lot of them are children,
and a lot of them are in jail, and so on.
You take those numbers down—who is
really eligible—and that is getting to
be a significant number. We do not
think about the fact that it is hap-
pening every year. When you add up 5
years, that is 5, 6, 7 million people who
have filed bankruptcy in a period of 5
years. That becomes a significant por-
tion of the American population. If
they all qualify, then I do not have a
problem with it.

But what has occurred in recent
years is the proliferation—and I think
virtually every city in America has it—
of some sort of promotional bank-
ruptcy mill. For years, lawyers could
not advertise. Some people can still re-
member that day. But now they can.
So you turn on the TV at 11:30 at night
or Saturday afternoon, or pick up the
dime store, corner market shopping
guide, and there are these advertise-
ments: Wipe out your debts. Don’t pay
anybody you owe. Call old Joe, your
friendly lawyer. He will tell you how to
do the deal.

So people call. They are in debt and
having trouble managing their money.
Some of them are in debt because they
could not help it—maybe there were se-
rious injuries, maybe medical causes,
maybe bad business deals, bad judg-
ment. Some of them just cannot man-
age their money. Some of them have
drug problems. Some have alcohol
problems. Some are just unable to
manage and just will not stop spend-
ing.

So they go to the lawyer. And this is
fundamentally what the lawyer tells
them. He says: Now, when you get your
paycheck, you save that money, and
you bring it straight to me—all that
money—and maybe your second check.
As soon as I have $1,500 or $1,000, I will
file your bankruptcy. Don’t pay any of
your other debts. Don’t pay any more
debts. He will say: Use your credit
card. Run up everything you want to
on your credit card. Live off your cred-
it card. Come down here, and we will
file bankruptcy as soon as you get your
money together to pay me. That is
what has happened. That is the kind of
message. They are told this is the right
thing to do. These people in debt are in
trouble. They are hurting. They are
tired of people calling them. It is em-
barrassing their children and their
families. They want it to end. This
seems to be the best way out, so they
do so. The numbers through this pro-
motional activity have been going
through the roof.

A lot of people are troubled by it.
People who are regularly involved in

think
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bankruptcy and see what is happening
are rightly concerned that quite a
number of people are filing who don’t
qualify, who really don’t meet our tra-
ditional standards of someone who can-
not pay all or a part of their debts.

The discussion went on for a number
of years about how to deal with it. A
Federal bankruptcy commission dealt
with it, others have dealt with it, law-
yers groups, experts, and so forth. We
have had, in the Senate and in the
House of Representatives, hearings
that have gone on for over 4 years now.
As a result of those hearings and re-
finements, bankruptcy bills have come
forward. One passed this body 2 years
ago with about 88 votes. The last one
passed with 70 votes. It has passed the
House every year with a veto-proof
margin, strong bipartisan Republican
and Democratic support.

We are dealing with this incredible
surge in bankruptcies and trying to do
it in a way that allows everybody who
previously legitimately wanted to file
bankruptcy, that they could file bank-
ruptcey, by trying to identify those who
don’t qualify and should be contained
in their filing. So this is a fundamental
change in bankruptcy. We adopted
what has come to be called a means
test. It says if you have the means to
pay some or all of your debt, we ought
to set up a plan for you to do so.

In law today, we have two sections. I
mentioned chapter 7, where you go in
and wipe out all your debts. Basically,
the debtor can choose that. He can
choose in which chapter he wants to
go.
There is a another chapter called
chapter 13. In that case, if you file in
chapter 13, all of the lawsuits stop; all
of the phone calls stop. The court sits
down with the debtor and works out a
payment arrangement. They prioritize
the debts to be paid. Some of them are
secured; some are not secured. The
right priorities are all set. Then that
person basically takes his paycheck in
every month. He or she gives it to the
court. He or she keeps enough money
to live on. They give the money to the
court, and they pay out to the debtors
every dime.

Under chapter 13, many people work
through their debts, people with low
incomes and higher incomes. They pay
off all their debts.

In my State of Alabama, I am proud
to say that in the southern district of
Alabama, where I practiced, 50 percent
of the people who filed filed under
chapter 13. They wanted to pay their
debts back. In fact, there are some
good incentives to filing under chapter
13, a lot of good things for a creditor
that I won’t go into here.

They are doing it in Birmingham. In
the northern district of Alabama, I un-
derstand 60 percent file there. I also
understand there are some districts in
New York and other places where less
than 10 percent, maybe even less than
b percent use chapter 13. Just rou-
tinely, the debtors come in and wipe
out all their debts.
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How should we deal with that? After
much thought, it was decided that we
ought to focus this legislation on a rel-
atively small number of people filing
for bankruptcy who have income suffi-
cient to pay back some or all of their
debts. We thought that was a good ap-
proach, and it has been widely received
and voted on by most of the Members
of this body.

Basically, we drew a bright line. We
said: Based on the size of your family
and the income of your family, if you
make below median income, which in
America for a family of four is $50,000,
you will be able to file bankruptcy any
way you want, 7 or 13, just like today.

There is no change for them in that
regard. We believe probably 70, 80, 85
percent of the people who file bank-
ruptcy are below median income, but
for that 20, that 10, that 15 percent who
make above median income—some
make $70, $80, $90, $200,000, $250,000,
some are doctors, some are lawyers,
some have professional incomes, and so
forth—to them we say: We are going to
look at your income. We are going to
look at your earning possibilities. If
you are able to pay back at least 25
percent of that debt over 3 to 5 years,
we are going to put you in chapter 13,
as half the people in my State do any-
way, and we are going to ask you to try
to pay those debts over that period of
time. You will be monitored by the
court.

By the way, this bill says, in a his-
toric step, child support and alimony
will be moved up to the top, to the first
item that will be paid. For 5 years, you
will be under the supervision finan-
cially of a Federal bankruptcy judge,
and you will pay your alimony. You
will pay your child support on time. As
a matter of fact, the judge will order a
repayment of past due alimony and
child support under court supervision.

I thought that ought to greatly
please most people in America. It deals
only with the abusive cases. It con-
fronts the problem we are seeing in
bankruptcy. Maybe somewhat fewer
people will file if they don’t think they
can get away with ripping off the aver-
age taxpayer, citizen.

They say: These credit card compa-
nies, these are evil companies. They go
out and actually lend people money.
They are not citizens, they are cor-
porations. They are evil. They are al-
ways trying to cheat you, and we don’t
need to pay them. They care about this
bill. Therefore, the bill is no good.

That is silly. That is not right. The
first principle of economics, which a
lot of people in this body apparently
don’t know or forgot, is there is no
such thing as a free lunch. Somebody is
going to pay this debt if you don’t pay
it. Somebody is going to eat that loss.
If it is a bank or a credit card com-
pany, they have computers. They fig-
ure it out. They start seeing greater
losses. What do they do? They have to
raise the interest rate on all of us.

Experts have studied this; econo-
mists have studied it. They have con-
cluded that the average debt-paying
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American citizen who pays his bills is
annually imposed a bankruptcy cost of
$450. That is about $40 a month they
are having to pay every month because
other people in this country don’t pay
their debts.

They say: Well, maybe it was because
they had a high medical bill. There-
fore, we don’t want them to pay their
hospital bill. Heaven knows, they
should not pay the doctor and the hos-
pital who treated them and helped
them get well. This bill is oppressive
because it would suggest that people
ought to pay their hospital bill if they
can.

Basically, that is what the argument
is. If you are making below median in-
come, lower than median income in
America, then you can file, just as you
always did, and you can wipe out your
bills to the hospital, to any other peo-
ple that you owe, including your book-
ie, I guess—wipe that all out. But if
you are making above median income,
and the judge finds you are able, only
if he finds you are able to pay 25 per-
cent of what you owe to the hospital
over a period of 3 to 5 years, he can
order a payment plan that requires you
to pay that 25 percent. And he will
allow you every month to have suffi-
cient funds to live on, in the court’s
judgment.

Well, I don’t think this is oppressive.
This is a reform. This is a piece of leg-
islation that deals with a fundamental
question. I was asked by a young re-
porter yesterday afternoon, while
doing a piece for one of the TV shows,
“Do you think this is a moral ques-
tion?”’ I said, ‘‘I absolutely think it is
a moral question.”

What we do here when we establish
law, as our Founding Fathers always
knew, and I think we are forgetting, is
that we are setting public policy that
guides and shapes American values.
What we say you must do and what we
say you don’t have to do shapes opin-
ions and values.

So I think it is a bad suggestion, an
unhealthy value to promote, that a
person who can pay a substantial por-
tion of his or her debt can just walk
away from it—not pay the hospital, for
example.

I have visited 20 hospitals in my
home State this year. They have a bad
debt section that they write off regu-
larly. They are not expecting any
great, huge surge of benefits from this
bill. But why should you not pay the
hospital if you can pay a portion of it?
What is bad about them? Is that not a
good institution that ought to be val-
ued? Who else is going to pay for the
hospital if the person who is using it
doesn’t pay?

Well, they say: Maybe you didn’t
have health care insurance. If you
make above the median income, you
ought to have health care insurance.
Maybe somebody who is struggling to
get by every day, who would be below
median income, is not able to take out
health care insurance. If you are mak-
ing above median income, you need to
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have some health insurance. Why
should a person who is not responsible,
making above median income, who
didn’t have health insurance—why
should they be able to stiff the hospital
when the ‘‘honest Joe” and his family,
who are making below median income,
takes out his health insurance every
month and pays it and makes sure his
hospital is paid if he and his family go
there?

I think it is a moral question. I think
we need to set a public policy that
says, yes, we validate the great privi-
lege of American law—and that has
really been increased in recent years—
that allows a person to wipe out their
debts and start over again. We validate
that. We do not object to that. We have
tried to create a bill that does just
that. But we also say that if you have
a higher than average income and you
can pay some of those debts, we want
to set up a system where you pay them.

I believe this is a fair approach, a
balanced approach, a generous ap-
proach. And the legislation has quite a
number of factors in it that cut down
on fraud and abuse. We raise up the
protections for women and children, as
I said. We have tightened up the lan-
guage on the bill to reaffirm a debt
from a person who maybe wants to
keep his car, or a washing machine,
and they can come in and negotiate
with them. We can put extra protec-
tions in before they can reaffirm a debt
after bankruptcy and want to keep
something, so that the creditors are
protected.

We put in another amendment that
people have asked for. I think, in gen-
eral, I will challenge people to tell me
what it is about this bill that is pre-
cisely unfair to anybody. If we want to
talk about the means test, we will talk
about that. That is the real change, the
only thing that really happens here of
significance.

We have made a number of other im-
provements to reduce abuses and prob-
lems with the bill and the processing of
cases in bankruptcy, which I think ev-
erybody would support.

We have had a lot of amendments. If
anybody listens carefully, they will
find they are not focusing primarily on
the improvement of bankruptcy law
and the administration of assets in a
bankruptcy court. They are focused on
rules for credit cards or bank lending
rules, all of which are not in the juris-
diction of the Judiciary Committee.
They are in the jurisdiction of the
Banking Committee. Periodically, that
kind of legislation comes forward. We
will have amendments that touch on
issues outside the bill, but, for the
most part, we are right on.

We had a vote on homestead. The
homestead law in this bill eliminated
quite a number of abuses. The home-
stead law basically said that States
could set their own standard for how
much you could protect in your home.
If you file bankruptcy, each State has
a homestead limit—some as low as
$5,000; some are unlimited. So in cer-
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tain States you can buy a home and
put $2 million into your home, and
when you file bankruptcy, you get to
keep your home.

I never thought that was a good idea.
I voted to eliminate that. Some State
laws have unlimited assets, and some
Senators wanted to keep that. They
fought us and fought us and fought us.
Frankly, after being a cosponsor with
Senator KOHL on a limit of $100,000,
which we passed, we went along with a
compromise that we reached that re-
stricted homesteads, but not as much
as I would like.

We just voted this morning to go
back to the $100,000 limit. The vote was
here. I voted, as I agreed to last time,
for the compromise. But I certainly am
happy with that public policy. I hope
the Senators who lost on that vote will
see just how strong this body cares
about it and will realize they are not
really benefiting, and the citizens of
their States are not benefiting by al-
lowing a millionaire to keep a million
dollars in his home and not pay the gas
station or local hospital or bank.

So those are the kinds of things that
have occurred. The complaints here are
either about issues outside of the re-
form of bankruptcy court law or it is a
matter in which we have it go.

I think we have done well. I salute
Senator HATCH, the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, for his steadfast
leadership, and Senator GRASSLEY, who
formerly chaired the Courts and Ad-
ministration Subcommittee, which I
am honored now to chair, when this
bill came out of his subcommittee. He
battled steadfastly to bring this bill up
for a vote. I believe we will be able to
do that today.

I am quite confident we will have an
overwhelming vote for one of the most
historic reforms that we can imagine.
It will improve the operation of bank-
ruptcy courts, I am confident. If we
made any errors in it, I am willing to
listen to that and make further amend-
ments, if needed.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, on the
Leahy amendment, I will make a few
comments. It includes the spouse’s in-
come in a bankruptcy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair notifies the Senator there is an
order for a vote to occur at this time.

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senator from Alabama be al-
lowed to proceed for 1 minute and then
I be allowed to proceed for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. I have no objection, but
reserving the right to object, it is my
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understanding that, regarding the pre-
vious order entered, we are going to
change the order in which the votes
take place; is that right?

Mr. SESSIONS. I was going to make
a change in the order according to the
agreement that has been reached.

Mr. REID. I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. I believe the Senator
from Delaware has a request.

Mr. CARPER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 1 minute to engage in
a colloquy with Mr. LEAHY and Mr.
SESSIONS.

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, if the Sen-
ator from Delaware amends that to
also add 1 minute for the Senator from
Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this
would be an amendment on the surface
that appears to be good. However, I am
of the firm opinion that it would be un-
wise and cause a very difficult problem
with filing for bankruptcy. Under the
present law, the median income is de-
termined by household size which in-
cludes a spouse when married and liv-
ing together. Yet a debtor filing singly
will be tested based on his or her in-
come only and not based on the income
of the spouse as well.

Under the current bill, for a debtor
who is married but has been abandoned
by her spouse, that will be corrected.
She will be tested under the means test
from her income. If she is abandoned,
her expenses will exceed her income
and she will not be prevented from fil-
ing under chapter 7.

However, the ability of couples to
maneuver income——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has used his 1
minute.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I believe
we are dealing with a bill with a draft-
ing error and I am trying to correct it.
For example, in the bill before the Sen-
ate, a battered spouse who flees the
home with children can be denied
bankruptcy relief regardless of cir-
cumstances because the bill would
count her husband’s income, as well,
even though she did not receive any
money from him.

Without the Leahy amendment, it is
hard to imagine a more antiwoman,
antichild, or antifamily result. My
amendment would not allow separated
spouses to somehow shield assets when
they file for bankruptcy because the
bill already counts income of the debt-
or from all sources. That is why my
amendment is supported by virtually
every group in the country that has ad-
vocated for battered women and bat-
tered spouses. They say, we support
this effort to correct this oversight
which ‘‘if left unrepaired would create
a severe injustice to many women,
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children, and families across the coun-

try.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. The amendment of-
fered by Senator LEAHY is a good
amendment and he has pointed to a
problem with the bill, I think uninten-
tional.

This is the situation we face: We
have a husband and a wife and they are
living separately, maybe at the end of
their marriage, and the wife wants to
file for bankruptcy. The income of her
spouse will be imputed, regardless of
whether or not that spouse is providing
any kind of support at all.

As a result, in most cases the wife
would not be able to file chapter 7 and
enjoy the benefit of safe harbor. Mr.
LEAHY would have us fix that. That is
a good thing.

Unfortunately, the problem that
flows out of the amendment is that in
some cases that husband really is pro-
viding support for that spouse. It is im-
portant we find that out; that we not
create a situation, unwittingly, where
fraud could prevail and where that hus-
band, in most cases, is supporting the
wife and supporting the family and
does not acknowledge as much. There
is a simple way to fix it, and I hope in
conference Senator LEAHY and others
will find that appropriate fix.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Delaware, but I note
my amendment does not allow a sepa-
rated spouse to somehow shield assets
because the bill already counts income
of the debtors from all sources.

The definition of ‘‘current monthly
income” on page 18, lines 4 to 21, of the
bill includes income from all sources.
So if a battered spouse or anybody else
conceal income on a bankruptcy sched-
ule, that is a Federal crime.

What I do not want is a battered wife
who is getting no income from a sepa-
rated spouse to suddenly, if she is out
there trying to put her financial situa-
tion in order, to have to consider the
income of a spouse from whom she is
getting no income.

I ask unanimous consent a letter
from the American Academy of Mat-
rimonial Lawyers, on behalf of a num-
ber of organizations, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF
MATRIMONIAL LAWYERS,
Chicago, IL, March 15, 2001.

Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the
Judiciary, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: I write in strong
support of your ‘‘separated spouse’ amend-
ment to the pending means test provisions of
the bankruptcy bill not being considered by
the Senate.

I assume the current language in the bill is
the result of an unintentional drafting error.
If left uncorrected, the existing language
will be draconian in its application to all
single parents with children who do not have
the benefit of any spousal income. It will
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particularly jeopardize a battered spouse
who flees her home with her children. This
debtor could be denied bankruptcy relief re-
gardless of her circumstances because the
bill would count her husband’s income as
well, even if she did not receive any money
from him.

The current language would impute to a
single parent debtor, for purposes of a means
test, the income of a separated spouse irre-
spective of whether the absentee spouse ac-
tually contributes any income to the house-
hold.

There can be no justification that single
parents with children should suffer unduly in
the bankruptcy process because false and in-
flated income of an absentee spouse is cred-
ited to debtor spouse. I support your laud-
able effort to correct this oversight, which if
left unrepaired, would create a severe injus-
tice to many women, children and families
across the country.

Respectfully yours,
CHARLES C. SHAINBERG.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEAHY. I don’t think I have
time left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s minute has expired.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
think we can fix this.

I ask unanimous consent the votes
now commence under the previous
order, with the vote relative to the
Boxer amendment being postponed, to
occur at the end of the voting se-
quence, and the Leahy amendment
being first in the sequence.

Mr. REID. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 19

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 19.

Mr. LEAHY. Have the yeas and nays
been ordered, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name
was called). Present.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 32 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Dodd Lieberman
Baucus Dorgan Lincoln
Bayh Durbin Mikulski
Biden Edwards Murray
Bingaman Ensign Nelson (FL)
Boxer Feingold Nelson (NE)
Breaux Feinstein Reed
Byrd Graham Reid
Cantwell Harkin Rockefeller
Carnahan Hollings Sarbanes
Carper Inouye Schumer
Chafee Jeffords Snowe
Cleland Johnson Specter
Clinton Kennedy Stabenow
Collins Kerry Stevens
Conrad Kohl Torricelli
Corzine Landrieu Wellstone
Daschle Leahy Wyden
Dayton Levin

NAYS—43
Allard Bennett Brownback
Allen Bond Bunning
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Burns Hatch Roberts
Campbell Helms Santorum
Cochran Hutchinson Sessions
Craig Hutchison Shelby
Crapo Inhofe Smith (NH)
DeWine Kyl Smith (OR)
Domenici Lott Thomas
Enzi Lugar Thompson
Frist McCain Thurmond
Gramm McConnell Voinovich
Grassley Miller Warner
Gregg Murkowski
Hagel Nickles

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Fitzgerald

The amendment (No. 19) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 70, 71, AND 73

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 70 offered by Mr. WELLSTONE of
Minnesota.

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have 1 minute; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Would it be help-
ful, I say to the Senator from Utah and
the Senator from Vermont, if I did a
quick summary of each one of the
amendments right now, one right after
the other?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there is
so much noise. I know the Senator
from Minnesota is addressing us. I
couldn’t hear him.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I asked my col-
leagues, if they want me to, I could do
quick summaries of each one of these
amendments. They can respond and
then we can vote one after another, if
that would expedite the process.

Mr. HATCH. That is fine with me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed for 3 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Amendment No.
70, the first amendment, fixes the
means test so that it looks at present
and future income, not over the past 6
months. If someone has been laid off
work just yesterday and you look at
their income over the past 6 months,
that is not a very accurate way of de-
termining whether or not they can file
for chapter 7 or how they can rebuild
their lives. So this means test now in
the bill is unfair. This is a very impor-
tant correction.

Amendment No. 71 strikes the 5-year
waiting period for a new chapter 13 fil-
ing. I thought colleagues wanted people
to go chapter 13. You have an elderly
person, a major medical bill puts them
under. They file for chapter 13 under
existing law. If it happens a year from
now, they can file for chapter 13 again.
With this bill, they can’t file chapter 13
for 5 more years. This is especially dis-
criminatory against elderly people who
are struggling with medical illness.

Finally, amendment No. 73, a safe
harbor for folks who file because of job
losses as a result of unfair foreign
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trade. What I am saying is, there are
many egregious loopholes that will
make it hard for people to get the re-
lief they need. At the very minimum, if
you have people in your State who
have lost their jobs because of unfair
competition, because of unfair trade
competition, at the very minimum,
they ought to be exempt from these
very harsh provisions. Many of us come
from States where there are industrial
workers. At the very minimum, we
ought to be there for them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. How much time do we
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes.

Mr. HATCH. How much time re-
mains? Did the Senator from Min-
nesota use all his time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Do I have time re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute 4 seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Did my colleague
from New Mexico need this minute and
a half?

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to use
half of it, if the Senator would give it
to me, and I would ask the permission
of the Senate to use the time for some-
thing else.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That would be
fine.

Mr. DOMENICI. I so request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 543 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. HATCH. Has the time of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I will be
short. I know these amendments are
well intentioned, but they are terrible
amendments.

The first amendment allows dis-
honest debtors to shield legitimate in-
come from the court. The amendment
creates a significant new loophole for
debtors to exploit. The amendment
would create an inaccurate picture of
even an honest debtor’s income by lim-
iting the time period over which the in-
come was measured. The legislation al-
ready allows the court to make adjust-
ments to a debtor’s income if necessary
and, if necessary, to do justice. That
amendment should be defeated.

The second amendment will allow
debtors to game the bankruptcy sys-
tem by repeatedly filing in chapter 13.
By striking the 5-year waiting period,
the amendment encourages abusive re-
peat filings one right after the other. I
hope our colleagues will vote that
down.

The third amendment would jeop-
ardize bankruptcy reform by com-
pletely exempting debtors who lose
their jobs because of trade imports
from the provisions of the bill. Under
the bill’s means test, an unemployed
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worker would still be able to discharge
all of his or her debts under chapter 7.
This amendment, however, would ex-
empt debtors from the alimony, child
support, and other important protec-
tions provided by this bill. I worked
long and hard for that, and I think al-
most everybody in this body wants it. I
can’t imagine anybody voting for that
amendment, but I know it is well in-
tentioned. We will leave it at that.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 70

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 70.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name
was called). Present.

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 77, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 33 Leg.]

YEAS—22
Akaka Durbin Murray
Boxer Feingold Nelson (FL)
Carnahan Feinstein Reed
Clinton Inouye Rockefeller
Corzine Kennedy Sarbanes
Daschle Kerry Wellstone
Dayton Leahy
Dodd Levin

NAYS—T77
Allard Edwards McConnell
Allen Ensign Mikulski
Baucus Enzi Miller
Bayh Frist Murkowski
Bennett Graham Nelson (NE)
Biden Gramm Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reid
Bond Gregg Roberts
Breaux Hagel Santorum
Brownback Harkin Schumer
Bunning Hatch Sessions
Burns Helms Shelby
Byrd Hollings Smith (NH)
Campbell Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Cantwell Hutchison Snowe
Carper Inhofe Specter
Chafee Jeffords Stabenow
Cleland Johnson Stevens
Cochran Kohl Thomas
Collins Kyl Thompson
Conrad Landrieu Thurmond
Craig Lieberman Torricelli
Crapo Lincoln Voinovich
DeWine Lott Warner
Domenici Lugar Wyden
Dorgan McCain

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Fitzgerald

The amendment (No. 70) was rejected.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 71

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment numbered 71 offered by Mr.
WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name
was called). Present.

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 63, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 34 Leg.]

YEAS—36
Akaka Edwards Levin
Bayh Feingold Lieberman
Boxer Graham Lincoln
Cantwell Harkin Mikulski
Clinton Hollings Murray
Conrad Inouye Reed
Corzine Jeffords Reid
Daschle Kennedy Rockefeller
Dayton Kerry Sarbanes
Dodd Kohl Schumer
Dorgan Landrieu Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden
NAYS—63

Allard DeWine Miller
Allen Domenici Murkowski
Baucus Ensign Nelson (FL)
Bennett Enzi Nelson (NE)
Biden Feinstein Nickles
Bingaman Frist Roberts
Bond Gramm Santorum
Breaux Grassley Sessions
Brownback Gregg Shelby
Bunning Hagel Smith (NH)
Burns Hatch Smith (OR)
Byrd Helms Snowe
Campbell Hutchinson Specter
Carnahan Hutchison Stabenow
Carper Inhofe Stevens
Chafee Johnson Thomas
Cleland Kyl Thompson
Cochran Lott Thurmond
Collins Lugar Torricelli
Craig McCain Voinovich
Crapo McConnell Warner

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Fitzgerald

The amendment (No. 71) was rejected.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 73, WITHDRAWN

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the next
amendment be withdrawn. I will be
back with this amendment, but I want
to move things along for a little while.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 73) was with-
drawn.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 42, AS MODIFIED

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify my
amendment No. 42. It has been cleared
on all sides. I send the modification to
the desk at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?
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Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Reserving the right to
object, do we have a copy of that?

Mrs. BOXER. We showed it to the
Senator’s staff.

Mr. HATCH. I don’t think we will ob-
ject. It is OK. I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 147, line 3, strike ‘$250"° and insert
7507,

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator BIDEN, Senator HATCH, and
Senator CLINTON, who worked so hard
with me on this issue. I thank Senator
PHIL GRAMM as well. What we do is
simply say that the definition of a lux-
ury item will be raised from $250 cumu-
lative to $750. Frankly, I don’t think
that is high enough, but it certainly
moves us in the right direction. I hate
to think that people who accumulate
$250 on a credit card 90 days before
bankruptcy will be assumed to be a bad
person and committing fraud. I think
this is a step in the right direction. I
appreciate it.

I also thank Senator HATCH and Sen-
ator LEAHY on the other issue that
they have agreed to place into the
managers’ amendment: My amendment
to ensure that public education ex-
penses are protected in bankruptcy as
well as private education expenses. 1
am very pleased that would be in the
managers’ amendment.

I will not ask for a rollcall vote but
a voice vote on my amendment, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Utah yield back time?

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to accept
this amendment and modification. I
yield back whatever time we have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 42, as modified.

The amendment (No. 42), as modified,
was agreed to.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 105

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a number
of Senators have been discussing the
issue of, for want of a better word, the
cramdown issue. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order, notwith-
standing cloture, to send to the desk
an amendment related to the so-called
cramdown issue, and that it be consid-
ered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]
proposes an amendment numbered 105.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To change the period for no

cramdown of debt secured by an auto-

mobile from 5 years to 3 years)

On page 138, line 19, strike ‘‘b-year’’, and
insert “3-year’’.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? The
question is agreeing to amendment No.
105.

The amendment (No. 105) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I further ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from New
Jersey be recognized for up to 15 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Nevada for yielding the time.

For more than 4 years, this body has
considered the need for comprehensive
bankruptcy reform. I have been very
proud in each of those years to work
with Senator HATCH and Senator
GRASSLEY in accommodating the needs
of individual Senators in fashioning
what I think is a fair and balanced ap-
proach.

I am certainly grateful to each of
them, as well as Senator BIDEN, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, and Senator LEAHY, for
what I think has been an extraordinary
and a very balanced approach on in-
credibly complicated legislation that
has accommodated so many individual
Senators.

We are now approaching the end of
this very long and detailed debate. I
think it is worth noting, as we ap-
proach a final vote, that the legislation
before the Senate has not only been
considered for many years but has re-
ceived extraordinarily broad and deep
support in the Congress. Indeed, very
similar legislation passed the House of
Representatives 2 weeks ago on a bi-
partisan basis with more than 300
votes.

That legislation provided an impor-
tant change to what is, by any reason-
able assessment, a very flawed bank-
ruptcy system. Indeed, the best evi-
dence of the need for this reform is
that in 1998 alone, in the midst of one
of the greatest economic expansions in
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American history, nearly 1.5 million
Americans sought bankruptcy protec-
tion. This is a staggering 350-percent
increase since 1980.

Indeed, while the filings may have
been reduced slightly in 1999, they are
still far too high. It is estimated that
70 percent of filings were made in chap-
ter 7, allowing a debtor to obtain relief
from almost all of their unsecured
debts. Conversely, only 30 percent of
petitions filed were under chapter 13,
which requires a repayment plan. This
is the heart of the problem. People
with an ability to repay some debts are
repaying almost no debts because cur-
rent bankruptcy law allows them to
choose, totally escaping responsibility.

The Department of Justice estimated
that 182,000 people last year could have
repaid some of these debts and didn’t.
The question has come to the floor of
the Senate, these 182,000 people, rep-
resenting some $4 billion that could
have been repaid but escaped repay-
ment, what this means in public policy.
Members of the Senate appropriately
have raised questions about the impact
on families, on poor people, on middle-
income people, and on small busi-
nesses. Each of us has an obligation to
ensure people meet their responsibil-
ities, that we are not ending the oppor-
tunities for people who want, need, and
deserve a second chance in American
life.

To our credit, in our system we have
allowed people who often, through no
fault of their own, face bankruptcy to
get another chance. We have been par-
ticularly sensitive to the poor, that
those who have been disadvantaged or
face tragedy in their lives are given a
chance to reorganize their lives, to
start over, through the protection of
bankruptcy. It is important that every
Member of the Senate know that this
bankruptcy bill was rewritten to be
sensitive to these needs, and more.

It has been argued on the Senate
floor that these protections would help
large American companies—credit card
companies, banks, large retailers—who
sometimes now are left with the price
of inappropriate bankruptcies. It may
help their interests. But how about the
small retailer or the consumer who ul-
timately pays for inappropriate bank-
ruptcies? How about the small busi-
ness—the contractor, the subcon-
tractor—that is left to absorb the cost
of these inappropriate bankruptcies? It
happens every day. As when one person
or business inappropriately files for
bankruptcy, though they could pay the
bills and escape their obligation, that
cost is passed along, not only to the
consumer who pays more for every-
thing in every store through every
product but the subcontractors, the
mom-and-pop businesses that are some-
times forced out of business by abuse of
the bankruptcy law.

I believe this reform and these
changes protect them as well. But even
so, if we did so while still victimizing
the single mother or the child or child
support, it wouldn’t be worth doing. In-
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deed, I would be here opposing the bill
rather than fighting for it.

That is not what we did. This bill
protects the American family, the vul-
nerable child, the single mother. Under
current bankruptcy law, a single par-
ent and the child are seventh in line
behind the Government, accountants,
rent, storage, and tax claims. Under
this bill, a mother and child seeking
money in bankruptcy stand behind no
one. They are first in line in claiming
assets in any bankruptcy.

Second, the question has been
brought to the Senate, How about
those who are poor and seek protection
in bankruptcy? Are they jeopardized if
they are not single mothers or not chil-
dren who, through no fault of their
own, find themselves in bankruptcy?

This bill provides a waiver so any
judge can use discretion to ensure any
citizen who needs bankruptcy protec-
tion because of extraordinary or ex-
tenuating circumstances, who is other-
wise not eligible, can and will get it.

Finally, the question has been raised
on the Senate floor: Is it not true that
all the fault of bankruptcy is not with
the individual, it is sometimes with un-
scrupulous, unnecessary, even uncon-
scionable credit solicitations? I cannot
tell the Senate that in every way this
bill provides all the consumer protec-
tion I think it should have. Rarely in
the Senate do we get to vote on perfect
legislation as envisioned by any Mem-
ber. The question is, as in protection
for women and children, Is it better
than current law? Unquestionably, the
answer is yes.

There are 3.5 billion solicitations for
credit cards in America every year, 41
mailings for every man, woman, and
child in the country. The issue before
the Senate is, If this bill is passed, is
the consumer better protected than
under current law?

Under this bill, we will require the
prominent disclosure of the impact of
making only minimum payments every
month so every consumer KkKnows.
Every consumer today does not know.

It will require the disclosure of late
fees, what they will be, and when they
will be imposed. That is not required
under current law.

It will require disclosure of the date
under which introductory or teaser
rates will expire, as well as what the
permanent rate will be after that time.
That is not required under current law.

I do not say this will provide perfect
consumer protection but it is better
consumer protection.

So in all these ways we have taken a
difficult situation, recognizing the re-
ality of abuse of bankruptcy laws, and
provided a more fair bill, with access to
the courts, protecting the most vulner-
able with meaningful consumer protec-
tion. For all those reasons I ask Mem-
bers of the Senate who on several occa-
sions previously have voted for this bill
to do so again, recognizing the balance
we have tried to reach in one of the
most extraordinarily complex pieces of
legislation in which I have ever been

S2349

involved, and that we follow our 300
colleagues in the House, vote for this
legislation, get it to the President in
the belief that he will sign bankruptcy
reform and will provide these added
protections for American businesses,
large and small, and for American con-
sumers.

With all the costs being imposed on
American businesses in difficult and
competitive times, one of the costs
that should not be imposed is unfair
and unreasonable petitions for bank-
ruptcy from people and businesses that
have the ability to repay these debts.

At long last, after all these years,
having spoken on this floor more times
than I care to remember for bank-
ruptcy reform, this is my last speech.
The Senate is nearing its last action. It
is time to vote for the bill and imple-
ment bankruptcy reform. I yield the
floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senator from Dela-
ware be recognized. We are trying to
work out a unanimous consent agree-
ment here. He will yield to us at such
time as that is ready to go.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator REID. As we come to a conclu-
sion on this bill, I just ask a couple of
rhetorical questions I want us to con-
sider. One of those is, do we believe as
a people—not just as a Senate but as a
people—that those in our country who
incur substantial debt, in many cases
through no fault of their own, should
be able to gain access to help, to the
forgiveness that can be found in a
bankruptcy court? I think most of us
would say, yes, they ought to have that
right.

If we ask the second question: If
someone filing for bankruptcy has the
ability to repay a portion of their
debts, should we expect that of them? I
think most of us in this Chamber and
across the country would agree, if they
have the ability to repay a portion of
their debts, they ought to do that.

Those are really the easy questions.
The harder question in this debate is
how do you determine who has the
ability to repay a portion of their
debts? In some cases, we give to a
bankruptcy judge the discretion to
make those decisions. In the legisla-
tion before us today, that we will vote
on in a short while for final passage, we
go a step beyond that. It is a good step.

What we do is provide, in essence, a
safe harbor for those who really do not
have a whole lot of money in the first
place, so they can gain access to file
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under chapter 7 and not have to go
through an extended process of dem-
onstrating a need or lack of means.

The way it works is pretty simple. I
will discuss it again. I want to reit-
erate it.

Those families whose income is below
100 percent of family median income—
that is about $46,000 in Delaware for a
family of four; in Alabama it might be
$33,000; in Connecticut it might be
$560,000—have a safe harbor. They can
go right to chapter 7 and file. That is
pretty much the ball game.

For those whose income is between
100 percent of median income and 150
percent of median income, they have
the option to get an expedited review,
and in all likelihood will go ahead and
file under chapter 7 as well.

For those people who have extenu-
ating circumstances, and they don’t
meet either the test of safe harbor, the
test of 100 percent or 150 percent of me-
dian family income, or they have extra
medical expenses, those can be taken
into account. If they have extra ex-
penses for educational needs, those can
become extenuating circumstances.
For people who have seen a marriage
end or for people who have lost their
jobs, those can be extenuating cir-
cumstances and be accounted for by a
bankruptcy judge who is given discre-
tion to decide whether or not a person
can then go ahead and file under chap-
ter 7.

There is another very important
change in the bill. I would like to share
a letter I received from the child sup-
port enforcement agency in my State.
As in other States, Delaware has a
child support enforcement agency to
make sure parents meet their obliga-
tions to their children for whom they
do not have custody. In my State, our
child support enforcement agency en-
dorsed this legislation.

Frankly, that has been the case in
virtually every State across America.
The reason they do it is simple. This
legislation makes it more likely that
people who have an obligation to the
children for whom they don’t have cus-
tody will meet their obligations. Simi-
larly, people who have an obligation to
their spouse or former spouse for ali-
mony will meet that obligation.

Under current law, once satisfied in
bankruptcy, there are secured credi-
tors, and there is money left over.
When it comes to unsecured creditors,
children and former spouses are near
the end of the line.

Under this bill, children, alimony
payments, and child support payments
move not to the end of the line under
the nonsecured creditors but to the
front of the line. That is an important
change of which we need to be mindful.

I know not everybody agrees with
what we have done. There is some dis-
agreement as well.

We had debate on an amendment that
said to those people who might try to
take their assets and go to a State
where there is no limit on the amount
of money they can put into an estate,
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a home, or residence to protect it from
bankruptcy—we have attempted to
make a real change there—to the ex-
tent they would have done it, it would
have had to have been at least 2 years
before bankruptcy, and it is capped at
$150,000.

I know that causes heartburn for
some people. But it also goes a long
way in protecting the abuses that occa-
sionally occur when people do just
that.

I thank Senator HATCH and Senator
SESSIONS. I express my thanks to those
on our side—especially to Senator
BIDEN and Senator TORRICELLI, and
others—who have worked real hard to
get us to a compromise which I think
is fairer to creditors and certainly fair-
er to those who incur debt than is the
current case.

I think it significantly increases the
ability for those who have the capa-
bility of paying their debts to do so
while better ensuring that those who
do not will not be punished.

I yield back the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe
we are ready to go with a unanimous
consent agreement which will allow us
to complete action on this legislation
and hopefully go to conference. Liet me
propound the request, see if we can get
it locked in so that we can go ahead
and get a vote here shortly. Let me
note before I do that, we may allow, for
instance, 10 minutes or 15 minutes for
debate. I am assuming that maybe
most of it will be yielded back. Obvi-
ously, you don’t have to use the full
time. That is why we do put some
amount of time in here so that it will
be available if there is a need for it.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator SESSIONS be recognized to offer his
amendment No. 59, that it be consid-
ered in order, and there be up to 10
minutes for debate, and following that
debate, the amendment be agreed to
and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table. I further ask unani-
mous consent that Senator FEINGOLD
then be recognized to call up his
amendment No. 51 and there be up to 15
minutes for debate and, following the
debate, a vote occur.

I further ask unanimous consent that
all of the pending amendments be with-
drawn, and I ask unanimous consent
that following that, the Senate proceed
to a managers’ amendment, to be fol-
lowed by third reading of the Senate
bill, and the Senate proceed to the
House companion bill, H.R. 333, and
that the text of S. 420 be inserted, the
bill be advanced to third reading, and
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passage occur on H.R. 333, as amended,
and the Senate bill be placed on the
calendar.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator allow me
to make a statement?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to Senator REID for
a comment at this point.

Mr. REID. I ask that we vote on the
Senate bill. That is what we had agreed
to do.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, on that,
since the Chair asked for consent and
it was objected to, Senator REID is sug-
gesting that a change be made. For the
information of all Senators, this is
standard and routine language nec-
essary to send a bill to conference. This
action is made and agreed to 40, 50
times on average in a year of a Senate
session. However, this objection indi-
cates to me that, once again, the goal
here is to try to make it difficult for us
to get to conference. The Senator from
Minnesota knows what the rules are
and what his rights are. You recall last
year we had a hard time getting the
bankruptcy bill into conference. It was
for a different set of reasons, but that
is what we have here, too.

Again, I may have to go through
some hoops to get this bill to con-
ference. That could take some time,
and I am prepared to do that, since
there was objection heard. I think that
with the kind of support this bill has,
with Senators speaking for it on both
sides of the aisle, and with 80 Senators
voting to invoke cloture, surely a bill
with that kind of support—and I as-
sume there are going to be about 80
votes for it on final passage—we should
find a way to get it to conference.

Since objection was heard, then I
renew my request but amend it to
withdraw the reference to the House
companion bill so that passage would
occur on the Senate bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, I say to my friend
from Alabama principally, because of a
Senator wanting to vote on the under-
lying Feingold amendment and time
being so precious, would the Senator
from Alabama agree to roll those, have
his after Senator FEINGOLD debates
his?

Mr. SESSIONS. We are not going to
vote on my amendment.

Mr. REID. That is correct.

Mr. SESSIONS. I would like to have
it accepted before, and I would not
need but 1 minute to comment on it.

Mr. REID. Senator FEINGOLD is here
on the floor. The other question is, he
has another amendment; it was my un-
derstanding that that was not going to
be offered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I would just need a
couple minutes to offer that as well.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thought
we clearly had an understanding on
that. That additional Feingold amend-
ment was not included in the UC. I
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urge the Senators to let us proceed
with this UC because we are under se-
vere time constraints now. Could we
proceed with the UC as requested?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I want to be
clear on the amendment No. 51, that
was No. 51, as modified. The leader
originally said amendment No. 51.

Mr. REID. As modified.

Mr. FEINGOLD. As modified.

Mr. LOTT. We will make that change
in the request: Amendment No. 51, as
modified.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Although I had in-
tended to offer the other amendment,
given the situation here, even though
it is a very worthy amendment and
really should be brought up on the
floor, I am going to withdraw it at this
time.

Mr. LOTT. I would like to express
our appreciation to Senator FEINGOLD
for his willingness to do that in an ef-
fort to accommodate Senators on both
sides of the aisle.

Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, I will just
briefly say it is my fault. I explained
that to Senator HATCH, and that was
the agreement we had. I apologize to
my friend from Wisconsin.

Prior to passage, Senator DASCHLE
wishes 5 minutes and Senator JOHN
KERRY 10 minutes.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would
modify the request but also would need
to reserve an equal amount of time for
Senator HATCH or his designee of 15
minutes in addition to that 15 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Reserving the right
to object, I want to be sure that the
modified language Senator FEINGOLD
cared about and that he wanted in
there—we have agreed on that lan-
guage?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that we have agreed
on the modification.

Mr. SESSIONS. I believe we have,
and I will not object.

Mr. REID. The Chair has not accept-
ed the unanimous consent agreement
yet; is that true?

I have been informed that the man-
ager on this side wants 5 minutes, and
the manager on the other side wants 5
minutes before final passage.

Mr. LOTT. I believe Senator HATCH
would be in control, or his designee, of
a total of 20 minutes and 20 minutes on
the other side divided among Senators
DASCHLE, LEAHY, KERRY and I hope
none of them will take the full time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the leader’s request, as
amended?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

AMENDMENT NO. 59, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I offer
my amendment No. 59, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 59, as
modified.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 148, strike line 4 and all that fol-
lows through page 151, line 15, and insert the
following:

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 362(b) of title 11,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting after paragraph (21), as
added by this Act, the following:

‘4(23) under subsection (a)(3), of the com-
mencement or continuation of any eviction,
unlawful detainer action, or similar pro-
ceeding by a lessor against a debtor seeking
possession of residential property—

‘“(A) on which the debtor resides as a ten-
ant; and

‘“(B) with respect to which—

‘(i) the debtor fails to make a rental pay-
ment that first becomes due under the unex-
pired specific term of a rental agreement or
lease or under a tenancy under applicable
State, or local rent control law, after the
date of filing of the petition or during the 10-
day period preceding the date of filing of the
petition, if the lessor files with the court a
certification that the debtor has not made a
payment for rent and serves a copy of the
certification upon the debtor; or

‘“(ii) the debtor has a month to month ten-
ancy (or one of shorter term) other than
under applicable State or local rent control
law where timely payments are made pursu-
ant to clause (i), if the lessor files with a
court a certification that the requirements
of this clause have been met and serves a
copy of the certification upon the debtor.

‘“(24) under subsection (a)(3), of the com-
mencement or continuation of any eviction,
unlawful detainer action, or similar pro-
ceeding by a lessor against a debtor seeking
possession of residential property, if during
the 2-year period preceding the date of filing
of the petition, the debtor or another occu-
pant of the leased premises—

“(A) commenced another case under this
title; and

‘“(B) failed to make any rental payment
that first became due under applicable non-
bankruptcy law after the date of filing of the
petition for that other case;

‘4(25) under subsection (a)(3), of an eviction
action, to the extent that it seeks possession
based on endangerment of property or the il-
legal use of controlled substances on the
property, if the lessor files with the court a
certification that such an eviction has been
filed or the debtor has endangered property
or illegally used or allowed to be used a con-
trolled substance on the property during the
30-day period preceding the date of filing of
the certification, and serves a copy of the
certification upon the debtor;”’; and

(2) by adding at the end of the flush mate-
rial at the end of the subsection the fol-
lowing: “With respect to the applicability of
paragraph (23) or (25) to a debtor with re-
spect to the commencement or continuation
of a proceeding described in any such para-
graph, the exception to the automatic stay
shall become effective on the 15th day after
the lessor meets the filing and notification
requirements under any such paragraph, un-
less—

‘“(A) the debtor files a certification with
the court and serves a copy of that certifi-
cation upon the lessor on or before that 15th
day, that—

‘(i) contests the truth or legal sufficiency
of the lessor’s certification; or

‘“(ii) states that the tenant has taken such
action as may be necessary to remedy the
subject of the certification under paragraph
(23)(B)(i), except that no tenant may take ad-
vantage of such remedy more than once
under this title; or
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‘(B) the court orders that the exception to
the automatic stay shall not become effec-
tive, or provides for a later date of applica-
bility.”.

(3) by adding at the end of the flush mate-
rial added by paragraph (2), the following:
Where a debtor makes a certification under
subparagraph (A), the clerk of the court
shall set a hearing on a date no later than 10
days after the date of the filing of the certifi-
cation of the debtor and provide written no-
tice thereof. If the debtor can demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the court that the sent
payment due post-petition or 10 days prior to
the petition was made prior to the